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Current Topics. 


Mr. Justice Barnes, whose health has been unsatisfactory, 
owing to the effects of his recent attack of influenza, has 
been advised by his medical attendants to obtain a change of 
air, and he is not expected to return to his duties until after 
the Easter holidays. 





As wE have already pointed out, the Bill to extend the juris- 
diction of county courts, brought in by Sir Atsrrt Rowum, 
provides that in certain sections of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
relating to the jurisdiction of county courts, the words “ fifty 
pounds ” should be repealed and “one hundred pounds” sub- 
stituted. This Bill was referred to the Committee on Law, and 
this committee has, almost unanimously, decided in favour of 
an increase of the ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts to 
£100. It is the general opinion, however, that there is little 
prospect of the Bill becoming law during the present session. 





Tus Cover of Appeal has, during the present sittings, made 
no attempt to clear the list of new trials, and unless greater 
progress is made after Easter, the final settlement of many 
cases cannot be brought about until nearly a year has 
‘elapsed since they were tried. The practice in the King’s 
Bench Division with regard to new trials is of considerable 
antiquity, but it has often been the subject of criticism, both 
at the bar and on the bench. More than forty years ago, 
Mr. Baron Onannett, in the case of Stockport Waterworks Co. v. 
Potter (31 L. J. Ex. 9) is reported to have said: ‘It is my 
anxious desire on all occasions, if possible, to avoid a new 
trial, and I certainly do endeavour as far as I can, at 
the risk of putting those questions that the other judges 
might think unnecessary, to avoid the necessity of a new 
trial. I entirely concur in the observation made by Mavis, J., 
some few years ago, that a new trial isa great reproach to the 
law.” The late Lord Esner seems to have shared this opinion, 
for it was extremely difficult to obtain a new trial whea 
he prosided in the Qourt of Appeal, and he is even 
reported to have said upon one oceasion ‘ We sit here to refuse 





now trials.” A second trial involves so much delay and anxiety, 
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and so serious an addition to the expense of a costly law suit, that 
it often drives a plaintiff who has a good cause of action into an 
unjust and inadequate settlement. It will be admitted that the 
greatest caution should be observed in granting new trials, but 
unless an extraordinary amount of time is consumed on the 
The court 


hearing of these cases, mistakes may easily be made. 
cannot, in the nature of things, be expected to read the whole of 
the evidence; the counsel who opens the case is allowed to 
furnish the court with a summary of what took place at the trial, 
and this is often done with such dexterity than an impression is 
created which cannot be effaced, and a new trial is ordered by 
judges who would have given a different decision if they had 
been present at the hearing and had observed the demeanour 
of the witnesses. It has been suggested that arrange- 
ments should be made for the attendance when the 
application for a new trial is made of the judge 
who presided at the trial. This suggestion is not likely 
to find much favour with the bar, though it might, if 
adopted, in some cases afford valuable assistance to the court. 
Our own view is that new trials should only be granted in 
exceptional cases, and that in the large majority of instances 
there is no greater reason for allowing a new trial upon questions 
of fact than there is in appeals from the county courts or after a 
verdict has been given in a criminal court. 





MurDER By poison is an atrocious crime, and one which 
always excites very great interest in the minds of the public. 
The late trial of the foreigner who assumed the English name 
of Cuarman supplies a very notable example of this class of 
crime, and one to which it is hard to find a match in this 
country for callous depravity. One remarkable feature of the 
case was that three murders, committed at various times within 
a period of five years, were investigated at the same time. It 
was popularly thought that the man was being tried for three 
murders at the same time ; that, of course, was legally impossible; 
he was in fact only tried on one indictment, for the latest of his 
three crimes. Evidence was given, however, on the trial of that 
indictment of the two other murders previously committed. 
Now, as a general rule, when a man is being tried for one felony, 
it is not admissible to prove that he has committed other felonies. 
There are, however, exceptions to this rule, one of which is thus 
stated by Sir J. Srernen in his Digest of the Law of Evidence: 
*‘ Where there is a question whether an act was accidental or 
intentional, the fact that such act formed part of a 
series of similar occurrences, in each of which the person 
doing the act was concerned, is deemed to be relevant.” 
One of the best examples of the application of this rule is Reg. 
v. Geering (18 L. J. M. C. 215). The prisoner was indicted for 
the murder of her husband by arsenic in September, 1848. On 
her trial on this charge evidence was admitted to shew that a 
son had died of arsenic in December, 1848, another son from the 
saise poison in March, 1849, and that a third son had been 
poisoned by arsenic, but not fatally, in April, 1849. It was also 
aig that all four had lived with the prisoner, and that she 

prepared their meals. Porzocx, ©.B., who tried the 
case, after consulting with Arpzxson, B., and Tatrovgp, J., 
said: “I am of opinion that evidence is receivable that 
the death of the three sons proceeded from the same cause— 
namely, arsenic. The tendency of such evidence is to prove, and 
to confirm the proof already given, that the death of the 
husband, whether felonious or not, was occasioned by arsenic. 
On this view of the case, I think it wholly immaterial whether 
the deaths of the sons took place before or after the death of the 
husband. The domestic history of the family during the period 
in which the four deaths occurred is also receivable in evidence 
to shew that during that time arsenic had been taken by four 
members of it, with a view to enable the jury to 
determine whether such taking was accidental or not.” 
It is rather seg <1 that the Chief Baron should have 
spoken as if the third son had also died, whereas in fact 
he had recovered. This case is in principle very like the recent 
one, and is strong authority for the admissibility of evidence 
that two other women had died by the hand of the prisoner from 
the same poison, antimony, and with the same symptoms. Rey, 


<<<} 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in Mukin v. Ty 
Attorney-General for New South Wales (1894, A. OC. 57), in whigh 
many of the cases are reviewed. It is stated in the judgment 
that ‘‘ the mere fact that the evidence adduced tends to shew the 
commission of other crimes does not render it inadmissible if jg 
be relevant to an issue before the jury, and it may be so relevant 
if it bears upon the question whether the acts alleged to cop. 
stitute the crime charged ia the indictment were designed o 
accidental, or to rebut a defence which would otherwise be opentp 
the accused.” On a similar principle, evidence of other distingt 
crimes has been admitted where such evidence points to guilty 
knowledge or a criminal intent in resp°ct of the act charged, 





Tue Laws intended for the protection of certain classes of the 
community are very often made instruments for defrauding 
other persons. No lawyer of experience can be ignorant of 
many cases in which the Married Woman’s Property Acts are 
used for fraudulent purposes, and in which bankrupts live in 
luxury at the expense of their creditors on the property of their 
wives, the sources of which property are obscure in the 
extreme. Again, no one, probably, will deny that persons 
of immature age require the protection of the law, but cases 
occur occasionally where the plea of infancy is used most 
improperly. A typical case of this description was recently 
tried. The plaintiffs were merchants who had supplied 
goods in the ordinary way of business to the defendant, 
who traded under a firm name, and who had apparently 
sold the goods in the ordinary course of his business over 
the counter of his shop. The defendant was a married man 
with one child, and further, was the master of a branch post 
office carried on at his shop. The action was for the 
price of the goods supplied, and the defence was a plea of 
infancy. The age of the defendant, as pleaded, was estab- 
lished, and the plaintiffs accordingly failed to recover 
their money, and the law was the means of inflicting a grave 
injustice. It is not surprising that the judge was indignant, 
and many will agree with his opinion that infants who trade 
without letting it be known that they are infants should be 
liable to criminal proceedings. It is a principle of the common 
law that an infant cannot trade and cannot bind himself by any 
contract having relation to trade. But we know that in fact 
many infants do trade, and sometimes trade pretty extensively, 
If the persons such infants deal with know with whom they 
are dealing, of course they act with their eyes open and 
have only their own rashness to thank if they lose. But 
the public are entitled to assume that a person who holds 
himself out as a trader, is not an infant—that is to say, is nota 
person who cannot trade according to the existing law. If, then, 
an infant does in fact trade with persons who have no reason to 
believe he is an infant, he ought to be punished if. he causes 
injury. 





Tux peciston ef the Court of Appeal in Zurkington v. Mage 
(Zimes, 19th inst.) seems to place a singular limitation upon the 
construction given by the Divisional Court (1902, 2 K. B. 427) 
to section 25 (6) of the Judicature Act, 1873. The section 
enables an absolute assignee of “any debt or other legal chow 
in action” to sue for it in his own name, and the question in the 
above case was whether the purchaser of a reversionary interest 
in property was able to assign his interest in the contract 
so as to enable the assignee to sue on the contract in 
his own name. The Divisional Court held that he was, upon the 
ground that the interest assigned fell within the words “ legal 
chose im action.” ‘ Chose im action,” said Onannett, J., im 
delivering the judgment of Lord Atvensrenz, 0.J., Danuino, 
J., and himself, ‘‘is a known legal expression used to describe 
ali personal rights of property which can only be claimed or 
enforced by action, and not by taking physical possession.” And 
after pointing out that it might in practice be necossary to place 
some limitation on the generality of the words, he continued: 
“T think the words ‘debt or other legal chose in action’ mean 
‘debt or right which the common law looks on as not assignable 
by reason of its being a chose in action, but which a court of 
equity deals with as being assignable.’” Consequently, the 
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had been broken, the assignee could sue for the breach in his 
own name and recover damages. Up to a certain point— 
that is, the assignability of the contract— the Court of 
Appeal appears to have agreed with this result; but upon 
the real question—the recovery of damages — they have 
rejected the assignee’s claim. He cannot, it is said, be ina 
better position than his assignor, and since the assignor, the 
original purchaser, was never in a position to fulfil his part of 
the contract, and so to maintain the action—he had not been 
able to find the purchase-money—the assignee was equally 
unable to sue. This seems to assume that there has been a 
breach before assignment, so that the assignment is merely of the 
accrued right to recover damages. But such does not appear 
to have been the case in Torkington v. Magee. It is specifically 
stated in the judgment of CaAnneELt, J., that there had been no 
breach at the date of assignment, and if this was so, it is 
difficult to see how the question of the inability of the assignor 
to perform the contract could arise. The contract with all its 
incidents had passed from him to the assignee, and it was in 
relation to the latter that its effect had to be determined. 
So far as we at present understand it, the. decision 
of the Court of Appeal seems to annul the beneficial interpreta- 
tion given to section 25 (6) by the Divisional Court. 





‘A CORRESPONDENT whose letter we print elsewhere raises an 
interesting question with respect to conveyance by a married 
woman trustee. As we all know, under the decision in Re 
Harkness and Alisopp’s Contract (44 W. R. 683; 1896, 2 Ch. 358) 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, does not extend to 
property which a married woman holds: as trustee, and hence 
when such property has to be conveyed, the husband must be a 
party to the conveyance, unless, indeed, the married woman is 
a bare trustee, when, in the case of freehold or copyhold 
property, she can convey as a feme sole under section 16 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893. The Married Women’s Property Act 
might, as was remarked by Kexewicn, J., in Re Brooke and 
Fremlin’s Contract (46 W. R. 442; 1898, 1 Ch., p. 650), with con- 
venience have been interpreted differently, but thetechnical reasons 
for excluding trust property, save as regards personal property of 
the nature specified in section 18, are strong, and the decision in 
Re Harkness and Allsopp’s Contract rules conveyancing practice. 
In the case put by our correspondent a testator devised freehold 
and leasehold property to two trustees, one being his widow. 
The widow married again, and, upon a mortgage of the property 
by the trustees the husband joined in the conveyance. The 
sole beneficial devisee, as we understand, has attained twenty- 
one, and it is now a question of vesting in him the equity of 
redemption in the property. Apart from section 16 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, the equity of redemption would have 
apparently to be conveyed by the husbandand wifeand by the co- 
trustee. Theequity vestedin thehusband justlikea legal estate, 
and must beconveyed to the deviseeinthe same manner asthe legal 
estate was, upon the mortgage, conveyed to the mortgagee. And 
80 far as regards the leaseholds this seems to be necessary, for, 
curiously enough, section 16 of the Trustee Act, 1893, does not 
apply ipleanahatde, But upon the devisee calling for areconveyance, 

1@ married woman will becomo a bare trustee of the property 
(Christie v. Ovington, 1 Oh, D, 279; Re Docwra, 29 Ch. D. 693), 
and consequently, as to the freehold property, she can 
apparently convey as a feme sole, ‘The inconvenient result seems 
to follow that the concurrence of the husband is required 
because part of the property is leasehold. 





_ Tue sxcrions of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (ss, 32, 34), which 
impose disqualifications for holding public office upon persons 
who have been adjudicated bankrupt, so long as such adjudica- 
tion stands, are provisions enacted by the Legislature in the 
interests of public and commercial morality, and will not, there- 
fore, be lightly set aside by the court. Much less, moreover, 
will the court tolerate any attempt by the bankrupt to evade 
those provisions, directly or indirectly. This principle has been 
consistontly recognized, and was once more emphatically re- 
affirmed, by the court in Re B. (ante, p. 367), The only way 
in which such a disqualification can be removed is by an 


Act of 1883, where the court is of opinion that a debt r ought 
not to have been adjudged bankrupt, or where the debts are 
paid in full; or if a discharge be obtained from the court with a 
certificate to the effect that the bankruptcy was caused by mis- 
fortune without misc nduct, or, in case a discharge has been 
granted, if five years have elapsed from its date (see section 9 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1890}; or finally, by the court on approving 
a composition under section 23 of the Act of 1883. In Re B. 
(supra) it was sought by means of a scheme under section 23, 
after suspension of discharge for two and a-half years, to get 
the bankruptcy annulled and so get rid of the effect of the dis- 
charge order. But the principle noticed is one jealously preserved 
by the court, and, even where debts are to be paid in full 
under the scheme, the court still has a discretion in the matter: 
Re Taylor (45 Son:crrors’ Journat, 482). Indeed it is applied 
by the court now to every attempt made to get rid of bank- 
ruptecy proceedings, and has long been applied in the case of 
applications to rescind receiving orders: Rs Leslie (35 W. R. 395), 
Re Izod (46 W. R. 304), Re Betts (45 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnat 381). 





WE vunpErsTanD that several bankers wish that the protection 
afforded by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, to bankers who 
pay cheques or demand drafts upon which the indorsement is 
forged should be extended so as to include all inland and 
foreign bills of exchange. By the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, 
s. 60, when a bill payable to order on demand is drawn on 
a banker, and the banker on whom it is drawn pays the bill in 
good faith and in the ordinary course of business, it is not 
incumbent on the banker to shew that the indorsement of the 
payee, or any subsequent indorsement, was made by, or under the 
authority of, the person whose indorsement it purports to be, and 
the banker is deemed to have paid the bill in due course, 
although such indorsement has been forged or made without 
authority. By section 73, ‘Except as otherwise provided . . . 
the provisions of this Act applicable to a bill of exchange 
payable on demand apply to a cheque.” Section 60 includes 
drafts drawn abroad. A considerable number of cheques upon 
English banks are drawn and put into circulation by Eagli-hmen 
while sojourning upon the Costinent, and if one of these cheques 
is stolen and an indorsemeat upon it is forged by the thief, and 
the banker upon whom it is drawn pays it, he may debit the 
account of the drawer with the amount of the cheque. Bat in 
the case of a bill of exchange at three months or so many days 
after sight, made payable by a customer at his bank, the banker 
has no such protection. This is said to cause much inconvenience, 
for one of these bills of exchange when it reaches the banker 
has often upon it a long string of iniorssments, and it is 
impossible for the bankers to say whether some of them are or 
are not genuine. We doubt very much whether any such pro- 
posed change in the law would be regarded with favour by 
customers who make their acceptances payable at their banks. 
But we are not aware that the protection given to bankers in the 
caso. of a forged indorsement upon cheques has in any way 
interfered with the course of business. 





Tne rrosnr decision of tho Court of Appeal in Watis v. 
Bucknall (ante, p. 367) is an echo of the litigation which used 
to be carried on so freely over section 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, now repealed by the Act of 1900. Tae section imputes 
statutory fraud to directors and others who knowingly issue a 
Se ectus not specifying the contracts previously entered into 

y the company, &c. Notwithstanding the extreme generality 
of the words of the section, it was settled that their application 
was to be limited to contracts which it was material for an 
intending shareholder to know (Sullivan v, Mitealfe, 5 C. P. D. 
455); and, moreover, in practice it was sought to limit their 
effect still further by the use of a waiver clause, In the present 
case an interesting question on the effect of this clause was 
raised, Certain material contracts had been omitted from a 
prospectus, but the defendant, who was one of the directors of 
the company, alleged that he was not aware of them, 
and that consequently he had not “knowingly” ised 

otus in breach of section 88. Against this there was 


the ay eY 
the fact that the prospectus contained a waiver clause admitting 





ainulment of the adjudication, either under section 35 of the} 


that some contracts had not been specified, As regards intending 
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shareholders it is settled that such a clause is ineffectual unless 
it indicates clearly the nature of the contracts of which mention 
is withheld. The applicant for shares is then in a position to 
decide whether he will submit to the waiver clause orno, In 
the present case the clause did not comply with this test. It 
was not sufficiently explicit to give the applicants notice of the 
contracts in question, and consequently it was not binding on 
them. This being so, the attempt was made to give the clause 
asimilar effect as regards the defendant. Assuming that he had 
no knowledge of the contracts except from reading the waiver 
clause in the prospectus, he also could get therefrom no intima- 
tion of the nature of the contracts withheld. Hence knowledge 
of them could not be imputed to him, and he had not knowingly 
infringed section 38. But the Court of Appeal naturally held that 
the positions of a director and of an intending shareholder with 
regard to a waiver clause are very different. The director is 
under a statutory obligation to disclose material contracts, and, 
if he finds that a waiver clause is being inserted, he has the 
means at hand for discovering what are the contracts which are 
withheld and ought to make inquiry. The thareholder, on the 
other hand, has nothing but the terms of the clause to guide 
him. Hence the fact that a waiver clause is so worded as not 
to give sufficient information to shareholders, and is consequently 
ineffectual, does not establish that a director who saw the clause 
in the prospectus is entitled to plead ignorance. In the result 
the decision of Byrne, J., imposing liability on the defendant 
was affirmed, 


Tue pectstox of the Court of Appeal in Re Baroness Llanover’s 
Will (reported elsewhere) carries out the policy of previous 
decisions in giving a liberal interpretation to the provisions of 
the Settled Land Act, 1882. By section 2 (5) the person who is 
“‘ beneficially entitled to possession of settled land for his 
life” is the tenant for life of the land for the purposes 
of the Act, and he has therefore the power of a tenant for 
life to sell the land, however much the exercise of such a 
power may be opposed to the wishes or intentions of the 
testator. In 2 Lianover the testatrix had devised certain 
mansions—two in Wales and one in London—to trustees, and 
had made elaborate provision for the maintenance of the mansions 
by the trustees, and as to the particular class of servants 
whom they were to employ, and they were to permit her 
daughter to reside at the mansions, an allowance of £80 a week 
being made to her during such residence. On behalf of the 
daughter it was claimed that under the will she was a person 
beneficially entitled to possession of the mansions for her life, 
so as to have the statutory powers of a tenant for life, and the 
claim was allowed by Swixrzen Eavy, J. (51 W. R. 89; 1902, 
2 Ch. 679), whose decision has been upheld by the Court of 
Appeal. It might, as Swrvrzen Eapy, J., remarked, have 
surprised the testatrix, but then the Settled Land Acts exist for 
the purpose of promoting the alienability of property, and it is 
nothing new to find them overriding the provisions of wills. 
An example of this occurs where property is given to a pérson 
only while he resides upon it. It is well settled that the con- 
dition of residence is no bar to the exercise of the statutory powers, 
and that the devisee can sell as tenant for life: Zs Carne’s Settled 
Estates (1899, 1 Ch. 324), In the present case the tenant for 
life was not entitled to possession to the exclusion of the trustees, 
, upon a reasonable interpretation of the words, 
she was “beneficially entitled to possession ” of the mansion- 
houses, and hence she had the powers of a tenant for life, 
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Referring to the Incorporated Law Society's recommendation that 
Mictore must be gowned when apnying in county courts, Sir George 
Lewis, says the Daily Mail, observed, “I never wore a = during the 


Tux advisers of local authorities have long looked for some 
decision to serve as a guide in the maze of more or less incon. 
sistent judgments and dicta relating to the necessity for the 
contracts of a local authority to be under seal. 

Of course, where there is direct statutory obligation for the 
contract to be under seal, no great difficulty arises, because 
obviously that obligation, like every other statutory obligation as 
to the form of a contract, must be fulfilled or the contract will be 
unenforceable. For instance, by section 174 (1) of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, every contract made by an urban authority 
whereof the value exceeds £59 must be sealed with the common 
seal of the authority. This is an obligatory provision which 
must be strictly observed, since it must be presumed that the 
Legislature introduced it for the protection of the ratepayers, 
who must act by a representative body, and who, by the require 
ment of a formal act, involving deliberation and reflection, are 
safeguarded to some extent against the carelessness and 
indifference which may result in improvident engagements, 
The obligatory character of such a provision was finally decided 
in Young v. Mayor, &c., of Leamington (31 W. R. 925), 
But this statutory obligation, it will be observed, only applies 
to urban authorities, and the contracts of rural local authorities 
are still governed by the ordinary law relating to corporate 
bodies, as to which the rule of law is clear that for general 
purposes a corporation can only contract under seal. 

But upon this general rule of law there has been grafted a 
principle which embraces a very large class of exceptions— 
namely, that, wherever the application of the general rule would 
occasion very great inconvenience, or tend to defeat the very 
object for which the corporation was created, in such a case the 
exception must prevail: Austin v. Guardians of Bethnal Green (22 
W. R. 406). 

The principle of these exceptions is clear enough, but it is the 
difficulty of applying it to the facts of individual cases, which 
has given rise to a number of seriously conflicting decisions. These 
were all recently reviewed by the Court of Appeal in Zawford v. 
Billericay Rural District Council (ante, p. 366), in which the court 
unanimously preferred the line of decisions based upon Clarke v. 
Cuckfield Union (21 L. J. Q. B. 349). Now, inClarke v. Cuckfield 
Union, and the decisions based upon it, the principle upon which 
the exception is established is not based so much upon necassity 
as upon the presumption that, where the consideration for the con- 
tract is executed, there is an implied contract in law to pay for it 
by the party who has had the benefit of it. Of course the con- 
sideration executed must be in respect of some purpose for which 
the authority exists. It must not ¥ ultra vires. The decision in 
the recent case will go a long way to clear up the doubts which 
have arisen on this point. 

In Lawford vy. Billericay Rural District Council (supra) 
it appears that the plaintiff had been retained under an 
agreement under seal to act as engineer for the defendants in 
respect of certain sewage works in the parish. These works 
were the subject of a Local Government Board inquiry, and 
were sanctioned, and the scheme was well advanced, when it 
was decided that it was advisable to extend it by including a 
larger area of the district. Thereupon, the committee of the 
council, to whom had beendelegated the controlof the matter under 
section 56 of the Local Government Act, 1894, requested the plaintiff, 
by resolution, to undertake a survey and estimate of the extended 
works, and finally verbally instructed him to carry them out; 
and the council agreed by letter that the original agreement as 
to payment should apply to this extension. Now it was 
admitted that the work done was incidental to the duties of the 


The Contracts of Local Authorities, 





thirty years that I used to attend county courts, and I am very mach 
to agree with his Honour Judge Emden that the society, instead 
of busying itself with the sartorial shortcomings of solicitors, might attend 
t© matters of vital importance to the profession, though | must way the 
sodiety is better than it was in this respect. Counsel who attend police- 
courts do not wear gowns,” Sir George Lewis added: “neither are 
~~ worn by siliciturs or barristers at coromers’ courts or arbitrations, 
sppeliate tribunal of the House of Lords, or the ‘law lords’ as they 
are popularly called, hears cases in ordinary garb, save the Lord Chan- 
edi. Mor are wigs and gowns seen in judge's chambers, 1 mention 
them ms te shew that the absence of distinguishing apparel in 
county courte is not the wle variant of a general rule,” 


defendants as a district council, and that the plaintiff’s services 
were in respect of work as to which some sewerage works were 
necessary, but it was said, first, that the committee had no 
power whatever to enter into any contract at all having regard 
to the proviso of section 56, which excepts from the powers of 
committee the power to enter into any contract; and, secondly, 
that the agreement by the council ought to have been under 
seal, The only point, aiaiiee, which was seriously argued was 


the second, as the court treated the agreoment as a contract 





mae by the council and not by the committee, 
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The difficulty in the way of the plaintiff was to make. the 
principle of Clarke v. Cuckfield Union (ubi supra) fit the facts of 
this case. For, as we have seen, that principle has been 
generally applied to make a local authority pay for something in 
the shape of goods or otherwise which it is an absolute necessity 
for them to have to fulfil their duties. So in Nicholson v, Brad- 
field Union (6 W. R. 679) the contract was for coals supplied 
and used. But in cases very like this the decision had generally 
been in favour of the local authority. For instance, in Dyte v. 
St. Pancras Guardians (36 J. P. 875) it was held that the 
appointment of a medical officer not under seal was bad, and in 
Austin v. Bethnal Green Guardians (22 W. R. 406) that the 
appointment of a clerk by the master of the workhouse was bad, 
while in a case very similar to this, Zamprell v. Billericay Union 
(3 Ex, 383) it was held that a builder who had done “ extras” 
by request outside the sealed contract could not recover for them. 
In the recent case the variation was a very serious one, involving 
a new sewage scheme, and it was necessary, therefore, to get the 
¢ourt to enunciate a principle wide enough to cover it. The 
principle of ‘‘ necessity,” therefore, could not be invoked. 

But it is obvious that the principle on which the court really 
decided this recent case—namely, that, where the consideration 
is executed, if the work was not «lira vires, the court will en- 
force the contract—is applicable whether the variation is large 
or small, Here clearly the work was not ultra vires because the 
council had obtained the sanction of the Local. Government 
Board. This puts the whole question on a wider, and, we think, 


sounder basis. 








Surrender of Shares by Way of 
Compromise of Liability. 


Tnz question of the power of acompany to accept a surrender of 
shares has arisen in a new and interesting form in Mother Lode 
Gold Mines (Limited) v. Hill (Times, 21st inst.) before CHanneELt, 
J., this week. Tho plaintiff company was suing the defendant 
for £3,000, the amount of a call of 5s. per share on 12,000 pre- 
ference shares of £1 each held by the defendant in the company. 
The defendant set up the defence that the retention of his name 
on the register in respect of these shares, and the making of the 
call on him, were a breach of a compromise which had been entered 
into between himself and the company. It appeared that, upon 
the defendant taking the 12,000 shares, representations 
were made to him by a person whose acts—so the learned 
judge assumed for the purpose of his judgment—were binding 
on the company, that no more than 2s, 6d. per share would be 
called up, and the defendant paid to the company the £1,500 
which represented this amount. Subsequently a further call of 
Is, 3d. per sharo was made, and the defendant disputed his 
liability to pay it. Thereupon a compromise was entered into 
between himself and the directors, one of the terms of 
which was that the defendant’s 12,000 preference shares 
partly paid should be commuted for 2,250 preference shares 
fully paid. The question in the action was whether this com- 
promise was binding on the company. The articles of association 
contained the following article: “The board may accept the 
surrender of any share by way of compromise of any question 
as to the holder being properly registered in respect thereof. 


Any share so surrendered may be disposed of in the same manner’ 


as a forfeited share,” 

The goneral principles as to the validity of a surrender 
of shares haye been settled by a series of cases, of which 
Bellerby y. Rowland and Marwood’s Steamship Co. (50 W. R. 
566; 1902, 2 Ch. 14) is the latest. They flow from the rule that 
& company cannot enter into any transaction with respect to its 
shares which involves a diminution of available capital. This 
rule was clearly established in Zrevor v. Whitworth (36 W. R. 
145, 12 App. Cas, 409), whore the particular application of it was 
to debar a company from purchasing its own shares, At one 
time it was thought that the cases of a purchase of shares by the 
company, and of a surrender or forfeiture, stood upon the 
same footing: see per Corron, LJ., in Ze Dronfield Silkstone 
Co, (17 Oh. D., p. 94). But it was pointed out in Zivvor y. 
Whitworth that surrender and forfeiture do not, like a purchase 
of shares, involve any payment out of the funds of the company, 





“Tf,” said Lord Herscowent, ‘‘ the surrender were made in con- 
sideration of any such payment it would be neither more nor 
less than a sale, and open to the same objections. If it were 
accepted in a case where the company were in a position to 
forfeit the shares, the transaction would seem to me perfectly 
valid. ‘There may be other cases in which a surrender would be 
legitimate.” But although all such cases may not yet have 
been actually defined, they must conform to the test that 
the company does not, by accepting the surrender, 
give up any assets which would otherwise be- available 
for creditors. It does so, of course, if it pays money for the 
surrender, and also, when the shares are not fully paid, if it 
releases a solvent shareholder from his liability. aioe the 
latter ground the surrender was held to be void in Bellerby’s case 
(supra). But there is no such reduction of available assets when 
the company accepts a surrender of paid-up shares (see Re Denver 
Hotel Co,, 41 W. R. 339; 1893, 1 Ch., p. 505), or when the 
shareholder is unable to pay calls, and the company accepts the 
surrender in lieu of forfeiting the shares. 

The case where a company accepts a surrender of shares by 
way of compromise of a dispute with the shareholder as to his 
liability upon them presents different considerations. The dis- 
pute may either raise the question whether the shareholder ought 
to be on the register at all, or, assuming that heis properly on the 
the register, if may raise only the question of his liability to 
pay a particular demand. As to the former case CHAnvELt, J., 
suggested that the company might well abandon its claim in 
respect of gome of the shares upon terms of the shareholder 
remaining on the register in respect of the others. He inclined 
to think, he said, that if a person whose name was on the 
register was making a bond fide claim to have his name taken off 
on the ground that it ought never to have been there, the com- 
pany might compromise it by agreeing that his name should 
remain as to some shares and come off as to others. But 
it may be doubted whether this is a case of surrender 
at all. The question is whether certain shares have 
been in fact issued, and, in respect to this, the directors 
can exercise their general power of compromising disputes 
affecting the company. If it is a term of the compromise 
the shareholder shall be deemed to have been improperly 
registered in respect of certain shares, then the necessary correc- 
tion is made in the register, and there is no need for any 
surrender of the shares. The power tomake such a compromise 
appears, as CuannetL, J., pointed out, to be recognized in 
Dizon v. Evans (L. RB. 5 H. L. 606). 

But in the present case of Mother Lode Gold Mines v. Hill the 
dispute related, not to the propriety of the registration of the 
defendant in respect of the 12,000 shares, but to his liability to 
pay the particular cell; and moreover, the dispute was only with 
regard to payment while the company was a going concern, 
for of course no contract could have absolved the defendant 
from liability to pay the full nominal value of the shares 
remaining uopaid in the event of a winding up. Under these 
circumstances it is not quite clear how the surrender of the 
shares, with the consequent extinction of the liability upon 
them, could properly be made a term of the compromise. 
Such surrender was primd facie, according to Bellerby's case, 
beyond the power of the company to accept, and it was not 
the natural outcome of the disp ute, Assuming—which does 
not seem to have been admitted by Cmannztt, J.—that the 
defendant had any real defence to payment of the call, still 
that defence could only have gone to the claim to immediate 
payment, and it should p. genes A have been compromised, 
if at all, upon the terms of immediate payment of a portion 
only of the call, leaving the remainder to be deferred. But 
instead of this the directors purported to release the defendant 
from his entire liability in respect of the shares, Such a 
course the learned ju held to be wsiire eis, and the 
defendant, being unable to rely upon the compromise, was 
liable for the claim of £3,000, 








Two judgments of the House of Londs were, says the Deily TPekyrap’, 
cited to Mr. Justice Bigham not long ago which it was net easy to 
reconcile, ‘You do not mean to suggest that the House of Lords over 
ruled itself?’’ he asked, “By no means,” replied counsel, “Their 


lordships distinguished themselves,” 
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j March 20. 
Reviews. nes 
The aeene Het. In re Ll a In the M = ey ee Land Acts, 1882 to 1899 
THE —— “i ' — = 189 n re Llanover and In the Matter of the nd Acts, 1882 to 1890, 
cob seme _— pore es tala aie Me Ba “en Herbert v. Freshfield. Appeal of defendants from order of Mr, 


Justice Swinfen Eady (set down Nov. 14, 1902). Dismissed with costs, 


CLosINc, AND GROGGING ACTS RELATING THERETO; WITH INTRO- March 20. 


DUCTION, NOTES, AND ForMSs, AND REPoRTS OF SHARP v. WAKE- 
FIELD, BovtTeR v. KENT JUSTICES, AND REX v. FARNHAM 
Justices. Bythe late James Patrerson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re A Debtor (Ex parte The Debter), No. 18 of 1903. From a receiving 
order made Mr. Registrar Giffard, dated Feb. 10, 1903. Dismissed with 


FrrreentH Epirion. By Wittiim W. Mackenzie, M.A., costs. March 20. 
Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. In re Smith, C. P. (Ex parte The Bankrupt), No. 631 of 1901. From an 
der made by Mr_ Registrar Giffard, dated Feb. 6, 1903,” suspending 
~ 4 : : oma order made by Mr. Registrar Giffard, . 6, 1903, sus 
Act of lan year was pacecd shows that it is in extensive demand. In| {8 discharge of the bankrupt for fen years. Dismissed with cost 
the discussion that is continually going on with respect to the a (General List.) 
licensing laws perhaps too little attention is given to the confusion (Wor Sedament.) 
ising from the large number of statutes which are in existence. ietiee gs. ek iit ieee Fond Li i Adeedialion.  deiiuahia 
i ; ; y. é it é é . 4 a 
a lhe ages a atmo py ee ee defendants from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich and cross-notice of 
now overched + lb by th vieaien ed right of justi aaa freely din x hee appeal by plaintiff. Judgment below, so far as it dealt with construc- 
Dy 8 d rig 


tion of policy, discharged; judgment for plaintiff for rescission of 
policy and for return of all moneys paid thereunder with interest at 
4 per cent. from dates of payment; defendants to pay costs of action 


houses in the interest of the public and by the question of compensa- 
tion. But meanwhile the law has to be administered, and to most 





practitioners a clear arrangement of the successive statutes, with an and appeal. March 23. 
explanation of their effect on each other, and a statement of the (Interlocutory List.) 
authorities, is essential. All this is very conveniently given in the | In re N. McKenna’s Estate. McKenna v. McKenna. Appeal of plaintiff 
present work, which includes full notes on the Licensing Act, 1902. from order of Mr. Justice Farwell (from No. 126 Final List, by order, 
set down March 3, 1903). Dismissed with costs. March 25, 
Bo oks Rec eiv ed. [Compiled by Mr. Anraur F, Cuappie, Shorthand Writer.) 





The Official Reports of the High Court of the South African 
Republic. Translated into English, with Index and Table of Cases. 
By Water S. WEBBER, and Revised by the Hon. J. G. Korzz, K.C. 
Vol. I.: 1894. Stevens & Haynes. 





Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
SMITH v. KYNNERSLEY AND OTHERS. No.1. 19th March. 








TOLLS—BiIcycLE—CARRIAGE—“ SLEDGE, DRAG, OR SUCH LIKE CAR- 
Correspondence. RIAGE "—389 GEo. 3, C. XXVIII., 8. 11. 
Conveyance by Married Woman Trustee. Appeal from the judgment of Wright, J., on a special case. Under 


39 Geo. 3, c. xxviii., the trustees named in the Act built a bridge, 


- : known as Cressage Bridge, across the River Severn, at a place where 
Sir,—A testator died possessed of freehold and leasehold property, | there had formerly been a ford and ferry, with approaches thereto. By 


having appointed A., his widow, and B. trustees of his will. A. | section 11 the bridge was vested in the trustees, and they were empowered 
re-married. With the sanction of a judge in chambers, the freehold | to take the following tolls for passage over the bridge : “ For every coach, 
and leasehold property was mortgaged to C. The mortgage was made | chariot, landau, berlin, hearse, chaise, calash, chair, or other such like 
by A. and B. with the concurrence of A.’s husband, and the deed was carriage drawn by six horses. mares, geldings, or mules, the sum of 2s.; 
duly acknowledged by A. in pursuance of the decision in Re Harkness | #04 drawn by four horses, mares, geldings, or mules, the sum of 1s. 64. ; 
and Allsopp’s Contract. The devisee of the real and leasehold property | °° drawn by two horses, mares, geldings, or mules, the sum of Is.; and 
attained twenty-one years, whereupon the property was conveyed and | ae by one horee, mare, gelding, or mole, the oyan Of 66. For orm 
assigned to him subject to the mortgage debt, but discharged from emer” gelding, —_ oe ity Gn Ser: a ne pa on pee —— 
the trusts of the will. * The legal estate remains in the mort agee, and . ones Sat CURTIS oF RNURENOL, Ce RT im one Sabenies - dene a 
3 ent off of th £4 € oe | fag r wagon, wain, cart, or other such like carriage, the sum of 3d. For every 
onspayment off of the mortgage will be conveyed direct to the devisee. | horse, mare, gelding, mule, or ass, laden or unladen, and not drawing, the 


Is the husband of A. a necessary party to the conveyance of the | sum of 14d. For every horse, mare, gelding, mule, or ass carrying double, 
equity to the devisee * ; 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 





the sum of 2d. For every drove of oxen, cows, or neat cattle, the sum of 
March Se : 10d. per score ; and so on in proportion for any lessnumber. For every 
[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.] drove of calves, hogs, sheep, or lambs, the sum of 5d. per score ; and soon 


in proportion for any less number. For every sledge, drag, or such like 
carriage, the sum of 6d.; and for every foot passenger the sum of 1d.” 
The defendants were the trustees of the bridge. On the 7th of June, 1901, 
the plaintiff, riding a bicycle, desired to pass over the bridge, and tendered to 
the keeper of the toll-gate 1d. The keeper refused to allow him to pass 
| with his bicycle or riding onit without payment of 6d. The plaintiff paid 
. ke.. of Trinity College, Dublin. | *#¢ 64. the extra 5d. being paid under protest and duress in order to obtain 


Result of Appeals. 
House of Lords. 


Lord Mayor, &c., of Dublin cr. Provost 





Purther and fully heard ; consideration adjourned sinc dic. March 26, | Passage over the bridge with his bicycle, The plaintiff having brought an 

, : | action to recover the 5d., a special case was stated by consent. The 

Appeal Court I. | question for the opinion of the court was whether the toll of 1d. or of 6d. 

(Original Motions | was chargeable. Wright, J., held that a bicycle did not come within the 

‘ = oo eter d | words “ sledge, drag, or such like carriage,” and he gave judgment for the 
Gers +. Simpxom. Application of third party for extension of time for | plaintiff, The defendants appealed. 

entering appeal ‘by order). Allowed. March 23. | THe Court (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Matuew, L.JJ.) 

Interlocutory List. | dismissed the appeal. They applied the test laid down by Lord 

UnderwoA, Penfold, & Co. r. St. Osyth Limited). Appeal of defendants | Halebury, C., in Simpson v. Teignmouth and Shaldon Bridge Co. (19 

trom order of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated March 2, 1903. Dismissed | Times L. R. 225)—namely, “to ascertain what would, in any ordinary 

with costs. March 22. | intendment, be considered to be a carriage as contemplated by the 

Davis (trading, kc.) c. Hyman & Co. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Legislature.” It was clear that a bicycle was not a sledge or a drag, nor 


Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated Feb. 27, 1903. Allowed with costs. | in their opinion was it a “such like carriage” to a sledge or drag.— 

March Z. | CounseL, Macmorran, K.C., Chester Jones, and EKbblewhite ; Danckwerts, 
Aylward 9. Lamctte, Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice KC, and Lt, Cunningham Glen, Sorrcrrors, Leslie J.Williame ; Gustavus 
ills, with a special jury, Middlesex ‘two actions consolidated, by | 7ompson ¢ Son, 


onder, net, devas duly 6.1902. Diiemiased with costs. March 25. | Reported by W. F. Bauny, Exq., Barrister-nt-Law. | 
Langrish ¢. Watts. Appeal of dcfendant from judgment of Mr. Justice 






Bruce, without a jury, Middlesex (set down July 17, 1902). Dismissed | MILLER +, LAW AQCIDENT INSURANCE GOOIETY (LIM). 
with ecots, March $4. ’ : No. 1, 18th March, 
i . |Iseunance (MARINE)—“RestRaInts ov Porte” — Pronipirion 
Appeal Court II. Acainst Lanpine Goons at Foruian Pont— WaRnantren Fave 
Vor Iudgment,) ov Cartons, Suizunn, On Detention,” 
General List.) Appeal from the jatqment of Bigham, J, (reported in 50 W, R, 484; 
Davis +. The Town Propertics Investinent Corporation (Limited), A ppeal 1902, 2K, B, 694), The action wos brought to recover tho amount of 4 


— Zs 
of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Byrne. Dismissed with cost,, 
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total or partial loss under a policy of insurance, dated the 24th of August, 
1900, on cattle on board the steamship Bellevue, for a voyage from Liverpool 
to Montevideo and/or Buenos Ayres. The risks insured against included 
« arrests, restraints, and detainments of all kings, princes, and people. . . 
and all other perils, losses, and misfortunes that have or shall come to the 
hurt, detriment, or damage of the said goods . . . or any part thereof.” 
The policy also contained at the foot the following clause: “ Warranted 
free of capture, seizure, or detention, and the consequences thereof.” 
Having made the shipment, the plaintiff effected the policy in question. On 
the 22nd of May, 1899, the Argentine Government had issued a decree for- 
pidding the entry of animals suffering from certain contagious diseases, or 
coming from countries where such diseases prevailed, clause 5 of the decree 
providing that animals suspected of any of the diseases would be slaughtered 
and the ship disinfected. Zhe Bellevue arrived at Buenos Ayres on the 10th 
of September, and the cattle, on inspection, were found to be suffering from 
disease within the meaning of the decree, and the Ministry of Agriculture 
ordered the vessel to leave the port, but gave the captain permission to 
tranship the cattle to another vessel outside the limits of the port for 
carriage to some other destination. On the 11th of September the Govern- 
ment issued a general order forbidding the discharge of any cattle, sheep, 
or pigs arriving from the United Kingdom. Zhe Bellerue accordingly 
left Buenos -Ayres, and the cattle were transhipped at Santiago on to 
another ship, and they were taken to Montevideo and sold there at a loss. 
Bigham J., held that the loss was not a loss within the policy, the mere 
operation of a municipal law preventing the delivery of the insured goods 
at their destination not being a “restraint of people” within the 
meaning of the policy; and he further expressed the opinion that the 
warranty against capture, seizure, or detention freed the underwriters 
from liability, if any, in respect of “ arrests, restraints, or detainments” of 
people. He accordingly gave judgment for the defendants. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tue CourT (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and MATHEW, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. They held upon the first point that the loss came 
within the words “ restraints of people,” as the loss was caused by the order 
of the Argentine Government directing the ship to leave the port, the 
master of the ship acting in obedience to superior force; but upon the 
second point they agreed with Bigham, J., that the warranty clause freed 
the defendants from liability for the “restraint” above-mentioned.— 
CounsEL, J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Maurice Hili ; Scrutton, K.C., and 
Loehnis. Souicitors, Lowcliffes, Rawle, § Co. for Hill, Dickinson, 
Dickinson, Hill, § Roberts, Liverpool ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


BISS v. BISS. No. 2, 19th Feb. and 20th March. 


Lzase—RenewaL—Deatn or Lzssorn—Renewat to Onr or Next-or-Kin— 
Fivvuctary Posirion—Assence or Unram Deatina. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. The defendant was 
the widow and administratrix of John Biss, deceased. At the time of his 
death the deceased was tenant from year to year of a house let to him by 
one Stone at £84 a year. He had used this building as a lodging-house 
and had derived profit from such user. Biss had originally held the 
premises for a term of seven years, from Lady Day, 1887, at a rent of £80. 
Stone had refused to renew the lease, but had allowed him to remain on as 
tenant from year to year at a rent of £84a year. Biss died on the 23rd of 
September, 1900. The defendant was appointed his administratrix, and a 
receiver of the estate was appointed by the court in May, 1901. Biss left 
three children, the plaintiff and a daughter, who were both of full age, by 
a former marriage, and an infant daughter by the defendant. As Stone’s 
own term was about to expire on the 25th of March, 1902, he on 
the 23rd of September, 1901, gave notice to quit the premises on 
the 25th of March following. Negotiations were opened by the 
widow for a new term, as Stone said on her own behalf, 
but as she said on behalf of the estate. Stone refused in the 
most abeolute terms to entertain any proposition for a renewal either 
to her or to anyone representing the estate. Subsequently Stone obtained 
a renewal for himself, and then offered the premises to the plaintiff on a 
three years’ agreement at a rent of £95 a year. The plaintiff accepted this 
offer. The plaintiff had previously seen Stone in order to obtain a renewal 
on behalf of the estate, which Stone had refused to grant. The defendant 
took out a summons in the action to have the plaintiff declared a trustee 
of the premises for all persons interested in the estate. Buckley, J., was 
of opinion that there had been nothing in the plaintiff's conduct which 
was unfair so as to disentitle him to the benefit of the renewal, but he held, 
on the authority of x parte Grace (1 B, & 'T. 376), that the plaintiff must 
be considered to stand in such a position as to be under a personal in- 
capacity to accept the renewal otherwise than as trustee for all persons 
interested in the estate. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tux Courr (Conus, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R.—There are no doubt many cases ia which the presump- 
tion of personal incapacity to retain the benefit is one of law and cannot 
be rebutted. The simplest instance is that of a trustee, as in Keeed v. 
Sendford, But the principle has been extended to cover other persons who 
are not primarily trustees at all, as, for instance, tenants for life towards 
those in remainder. ‘The foundation of the presumption in their case is 
that they can take only what the will or settlement under which they 
make title gives them, and that a renewal must be looked on as an acere- 
tion to or graft upon the original term, arising out of the goodwill or 
geast-tenant right annexed thereto, and that their rights to such acoretion 
a those which they have in the term and no greater, and terminate with 

heir own life: seo Zbeter vy. Marriott (Amb, 668), Rawe v, Chichester 
bid. 715), James ¥, Dean (LL'Vea, 895), But there is another class of cases 





in which there is no presumption of law, but at most a rebuttable presump- 
tion of law. In this class apparently are mortgagees (Rushworth’s case, 
Freem. 13), joint tenants (Palmer v. Young, 1 Vern. 276), partners 
(Featherstonhaugh v. Fenwick, 17 Ves. 298). Tenants in common do not 
stand in a fiduciary relation to each other: Kennedy v. De Trafford (45 
W. R. 671; 1897, A. C. 180). The reason of the rule in the case of 
trustees and others whose liability is absolute and _ irrebuttable 
is said to be public policy (see Grifin v. Grifin, 1 Sch. & Lef., 
at p. 354), and is based, it would seem, largely on 

fact that possession gives to such person an opportunity 
of renewal (Pickering v. Vowles, Brown 198) acting on the goodwill that 
accompanies it: James v. Dean (11 Ves. 395). It may well be, therefore, 
that different considerations apply in the case of persons not in possession, 
Tn the present case the plaintiff is simply one of the next-of-kin of the 
former tenant, and had as such a possible interest in the term. He was 
not as such a trustee for the others interested, nor was he in possession. It 
seems to me that his obligation cannot be put higher than that of any 
other tenant in common against whom it would have to be established, not 
as a presumption of law, but as an inference of fact, that he had abused 
his position. Ex parte Grace does not, in my opinion, cover the present case, 
There Grace had married the administratrix of the deceased owner of the 
term, and held the term in her right and subject to the trusts on which she 
held it. He was, therefore, in no better position than she would have 
been, had she, being unmarried, obtained the renewal. Keech v. Sandford 
was directly in point. I may also point out that in Er parte Grace, even if 
the beneficial interests only of those entitled to the old lease which was 
renewed are looked at, there were ample grounds for supporting the 
decision. The old lease belonged partly to an infant, and when posses- 
sion of the demised premises was taken by the stepfather, the latter, 
who renewed the lease, became in contemplation of law a bailiff or 
agent for the infant in respect of the infant’s share or jnterest, and 
was therefore in that capacity also in a strictly fiduciary position 
when he applied for a renewal: see Thomas v. Thomas (2 Kay 79) and 
Quinton v. Frith (2 Ir. R. Eq. 396). Some reliance was placed by the 
respondents on the dictum of Lord Bathurst in Rewe v. Chichester, “* If 
trustees, mortgagees, or other persons interested obtain renewal, the new 
lease is always subject to the trusts and limitations of the old lease,”’ but 
the cases cited by him shew that he had not in his mind euch an interest 
as that of the plaintiff im this case. No decision has in fact gone as far as 
we are asked to go here, and in my opinion the principle to be extracted 
from the authorities does not cover this case. Public policy, which is 
said to be the basis of the principle, does not seem to me to require that 
every person who takes an interest, however slight, in the estate of an 
intestate of which a lease formed a part should be under a personal 
incapacity to hold a renewal of such a lease in his own right. While, 
therefore, I am bound to differ from the actual decision of Buckley, J., 
I feel that I am givizg effect to his own view. The appeal must be 
allowed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CovnseL, Astbury, K.C., aud Ashtow Cross ; Carson, K.C., and J. @. 
Wood. Soxricrrons, Arthur Price; T. H. Meyneti. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuive, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


DAVIS v. TOWN PROPERTIES INVESTMENT CORPORATION (LIM.) 
No. 2, 20th March. 

Lesson aAnp Lessee—Dewiss—Covenant ror Quirer Exzorwext—Asstox- 
MENT OF Reversron—Laanmiry or Asstgnee—Acts' Dork ox Lanp 
Acaumep SurssqvENtLy To Demiss rrom Srraneers ro Lesson—Breacn 
or CovENANr—INTERFERENCE With Access or Arm ro CuImyNeys. 


#2. 
t=. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Bryne, J. (reported 51 W. RB. 


1902, 2Ch. 635). In June, 1897, a lease was granted by one Lee to the 
plaintiff, David Davis, of offices on the ground floor of No. 119, Colmere- 
row, Birmmghan, for a term of fourteen years from September, 1897, at a 
yearly rent of £100. The lease contained a covenant for quiet enjoyment 
in the form hereafter mentioned. In September, 1898, the reversion in the 
said offices expectant upon the determination of the lease was assigned by 
Lee, the lessor, to the defendant company, the Town Properties Investmen 
Corporation (Limited). In the year 1900 the defendant company pur- 
chased from one Barber, who had no connection with Lee, a house next door 
to 119, Colmore-row, and proceeded to pull it down and to erect upon the 
site new buildings of much greater height than the old buikiings . 
This caused the chimneys of the plaintiff's offices to smoke, so as 
materially to interfere with the quiet enjoyment of one of his rooms. The 
covenant for quiet enjoyment was as follows: “ And the lessor doth hereby 
covenant with the lessee that the leasee paying the rent hereby reserved, 
and observing the covenants and conditions herein contained and on the 
part of the lessee to be observed and performed, shall and may peaceably 
and quietly possess and enjoy the said offices during the said term without 
any eviction or disturbance by the lessor or any person lawfully or equit- 
ably claiming from or under him,”” The plaintiff brought this action for 
a declaration that the acts of the defendant company constituted a breach 
of the covenant for quiet enjoyment, and for an injunction, Byrne, J., 
refused to grant any injunction, The plaintiff appealed. 

Coians, M.R.—In this case Byrne, J., has decided in favour of the 
defendant, and in my opinion he was clearly right, This covenant on 
which the plaintiff sues is the ordinary covenant against eviction or dis- 
turbance by the lessor or any person lawfully claiming under him. Th 
other words, it contajns no special provision enlarging the obligation ef the 
lessor to respect or seoure any other rights than those imeident to the 
demised premises such as they were at the time of the demise, It is clear 
that unless there are special words the covenant for quiet enjoyment does 
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— 
not enlarge the grant: see Leech v. Schweder (22 W. R. 633, L. R. 9 Ch. 
App. 463). Here the lessor had no interest in the adjoining premises at 
the time of the demise to the plaintiff. He could not and did not put 
aay fetter on their enjoyment for the benefit of the plaintiff, and the rights 
of the plaintiff which the lessor undertook to respect were rights limited 
by the fact that the adjoining owner might if so minded build on the 
adjoining land so as to interfere with the draught of the plaintiffs 
chimneys. Such an interference therefore by raising the wall of the 
adjoining house is not, by whomsoever done, an interference with 
any right granted by the original demise. It was on_ these 
principles that the case of Booth v. Aleock (21 W. R. 743, L. R. 
8 Ch. App. 663) was decided. There a lessor granted a lease 
of a house with its appurtenances, including lights. There was 

usual covenant for quiet enjoyment. At the time of 
the demise the lessor was tenant for a term of the adjoining house. 
He afterwards bought the reversion upon his term and after the expiration 
of the term began to build on the site of the adjoining house so as to 
interfere with the plaintiff’s lights. It was held that the plaintiff could 
not complain. The case before us isa much stronger one for the defendant. 
He is not the original lessor, but the assignee of the reversion on the lease, 
and liable only in that capacity, and the right said to be interfered 
with is not the well-known easement of light but something which is not 
the subject of grant or presumption: /Febd v. Bird (10 C. B. N.S. 268), 
Bryant v. Lefever (27 W. R. 612, 4 C. P. D. 172), Chastey v. Acland (43 
W. R. 627; 1895,2 Ch. 389). Even if the lessor’s covenant could be 
extended to cover user by him of land subsequently acquired such an obliga- 
tion could not pass with the assignment of the reversion to the defendant, 
who acquired the adjoining land under another title, and has done what 
he has done under that other title and not as claiming under the lessor: so 
far as the covenant was personal or collateral it would not run with the 
reversion and bind the assignee. This was decided on the statute of 
Henry VIII. in Spencer's case (5 Rep. 16). The facts in this case take it 
outside Tebb v. Care (48 W. R. 318; 1900, 1 Ch. 642). Nor is it necessary to 
speculate on what must be taken to have been the intention of the parties 
in making the covenant, since here the grant is plain and speaks for itself, 
and the covenant is unambiguous. Butif it were necessary to resort to such 
reasoning, the particular mischief and the sequence of events was quite as 
unforeseen in Harrison, Ainsliz, & Co. v. Lord Muncaster (40 W. R. 102 ; 1891, 
2 Q. B. 680. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Rowen, L.J.—I agree, and only wish to add that in the case of an 
alleged breach of the ordinary covenant for quict enjoyment, when by the 
alleged breach neither the title to nor the possession of the land is affected, 
@md what the lessee complains of is only an interruption of his enjoyment 
ofthe land hy some act of the lessor, I doubt whether the act complained 
of is a breach of the covenant unless if amounts to a direct interference 
with the enjoyment. I doubt, therefore, whether 7-45 v. Cave was rightly 
dee‘ded on the ground of breach of covenant, seeing that in that case the 
defendant was not directly interfering with the plaintiff's house. The 
plaintiff in that case had noright to any easement in respect of the current 
of air coming over the defendant’s land, and the plaintiff's chimneys 
smoked simply because that current of air was interfered with, and not 
otherwise by any act of the defendant. 

Cozexss-Harpy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Cornszt, 
Norton, K.C., and Clayton ; Levett, K.C., and Austen Cartmell. Soutcrrors 
C. P. Eaton Taylor; F. A. K. Doyle, for 8. T. Talsct, Birmingham. 

[Reporte] by J. L. Srietixe, Eey., Barrister 
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DOUGHTY +. LOMAGUNDA REEFS (LIM.). No.2. 17th March. 
Compasy—Sarz or Assers ro Axotuen Compasy—Suanes rx Precnastxc 

Compaxxs—Vottstany Wisprxc CUr—Dissextiest Memern—Comranies 

Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), «. 161. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (reported 51 W. R. 
29; 1902, 2 Ch. 337). The defendant company was a limited company, 
one of whose objects, as stated in its memorandum of association, was to 
sell ite undertaking. The defendant company entered into an agreement 
with the Lomagunda Development Co. to sell to the latter company its 
undertaking and all its property except £200 in consideration of shares in 
the purchasing company and of an indemnity to itself and its liquidators 
against certain obligations. The £200 was to be kept to defray the costs 
of the agreement and of the winding up of the company, and the balance 
was to be handed over to the purchasing company. This agreement was 
approved at an extracrdinary general meeting of the company, and at the 
same meeting was passed a resolution (eubseqnently confirmed) to wind up 
the company voluntarily. The plaintiff, who was a shareholder in the 
company, objected to the «ale ond claimed that it was ultra vires unless his 
interest was Ce pery under section 161 cf the Companies Act, 1862. 
id that the sale was asale by the defendant company under 
ifs memorandum of association, and not a sale in disguise by its 
—— The sale was therefore valid and the action must be dismissed. 

plaintiff i. In the course of the argument the court intimated 
that they could not decide that the agreement was ultra vires in the abwence 
the purchasing eampany. The plaintiff declined to incur the expense 
A bringing the purchasing company before the court by amendment. 

Taz Cover (Covstixs, MLR., and Rouse and Cozexs-Hanny, L.JJ.) 
Giomiseed the appeal. Their lordships expressed no opinion as to the rights 
A the partics, said that in the absence of the new company they were 
ne, ina iom to grant the relief which the plaintiff daimed, as to grant 
wh, would involve 4 declaration that the agreement for sale was 
imevalid.—Covsers, Hart; Asthury, K.C., ana Holes, Born rrous, Michael 
Abrahams, Sons, & Co. 3 Ingle, Holmes, & Bane, 





LAMPLOUGH ». THE COMPANY OF PROPRIETORS OF THE KEn? 
WATERWORKS. No. 2, 18th March. 


Warerworks Company—Prescrinep Rates or Divinenp—Svrptvs Prorry 
—Dericrencres iN Previovs Yrars—IncorporatTion or WATERWoRKs 
Crauses Act, 1847—Dericrencres ry Years Prior to Ixcorporarioy— 
Waterworks Cravses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 17), s. 75. 

This was an appeal against a decision of Joyce, J. The action wag 
brought for the determination of the question whether the defendant 
company were entitled to apply surplus profits in making up to stock. 
holders a dividend of 10 per cent. upon their stock from the year 1809 
down to the 30th of June, 1864, at which date the Waterworks Clauses 
Act of 1847 first became applicable to the company’s undertaking, or 
whether the surplus profits must now be applied in constituting a reserve 
fund to secure future dividend, and subject thereto in reduction of 
the maximum water rates chargeable by the company under their Acts, 
The company were incorporated by an Act passed in the year 1809, by 
which they were empowered to purchase certain waterworks which had 
been established under letters patent granted by King William ITI. giving 
an exclusive right for a term of 500 years to supply water to Greenwich 
and other places in the county of Kent. By this Act the company 
were empowered to raise £100,000 capital in shares of £100 each, the 
holders of which were to be ‘‘entitled to receive the entire and net 
distribution of an equal proportionate part, according to the money 
so by them respectively paid, of the profits and advantages that shall 
and may arise and accrue by the rates and other sums of money to 
be raised, recovered, or received by the said company of proprietors by the 
authority of this Act.”” The Act also gave the company power to raise 
additional capital if necessary. Further Acts were obtained by the company 
giving powers of extension and raising fresh capital in 1811, 1850, 1860, 
and 1862 ; and in 1864 an Act was passed which incorporated the Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1847. Before the passing of this Act of 1864 the 
company were under no obligation as to supply, and there was no limit 
upon the rates which they might charge, nor upon the rate of dividend 
which they might pay. Further Acts were obtained by the company in 
1877, 1888, and 1902. All the company’s share capital has been converted 
into stock under the Companies Clauses Act, 1815, and apart from the 
Waterworks Clauses Act all the holders of ordinary stock of the company 
are entitled to rank rateably in respect of dividend except a special issue 
of 7 per cent. ordinary stock issued in pursuance of the company’s Act of 
1877. After the incorporation of the Waterworks Clauses Act by the Act 
of 1864 no greater dividend than 10 per cent. was permissible, subject 
to the statutory power contained in section 75 of the Waterworks 
Clauses Act to make up deficiencies. ‘That section provides that 
“the profits of the undertaking to be divided among the under- 
takers in any year shall not exceed the prescribed rate, or where 
no rate is prescribed they shall not exceed the rate of £10 in the hundred by 
the year on the paid-up capital in the undertaking, which in such case 
shall be the prescribed rate, unless a larger dividend be at any time 
necessary to make up the deficiency of any previous dividend which shall 
have fallen short of the said yearly rate.’”?’ ‘The company have paid up 
all deficiencies or arrears which had arisen on the years from 1864 onwards, 
and they contemplated. making up the deficiencies or arrears which had 
arisen on years prior to 1864, a proceeding which, it was stated, would 
involve asum of no less than £700,000. The plaintiff is the holder of 
£2,500 7 per cent. stock in the defendant company created under the Act 
of 1877. . It was not probable that the market value of his stock would be 
affected by the course proposed to be taken by the company, but his case 
was that the company had no right to apply their funds in the payment of 
these back dividends; and he moved for an injunction to restrain the 
company from paying any dividend on any of their ordinary stocks in 
respect of, or so as to make up, any deficiency or alleged deficiency of 
dividend on those stocks which might have occurred before the 30th of 
June, 1864. Joyce, J., came to the conclusion, upon the construction of 
the Acts, that the payment of the back dividends was not within. the 
powers of the company, and he granted an injunction accordingly. The 
company appealed. 

Tur Covur (Cotiiss, M.R., and Romerand Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) dismissed 

the appeal. 

Co.tixs, M.R,—This is an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The case 

turns upon section 75 of the Act of 1847, The company have from year 

to year lately paid. dividends exceeding 10 per cent. in view of the fact that 
since 1864 in some years they had distributed less than 10 per cent. They 
have now made up the deficiencies since 1864, and it is necessary for them 
to find out whether they are entitled to rely on deficiencies which arose 
before 1864 in order to justify them in now distributing a dividend of more 
than 10 per cent. It has been contended in a very ingenious argument 
that the company are entitled to do this. It scems to me, on a fair, and 
quite grammatical, construction of section 75 that this contention cannot 
be supported. . First, 1 think that the words of the Act of 1864 which in- 
corporate the Act of 1847 point to the application én the future of the 
provisions of this latter Act. This Act of 1847 when it is incorporated 
speaks from the time of its incorporation and as providing for the future. 
If when the company come to distribute a dividend they find that they 
have profits more than enough to pay 10 per cent., they are entitled to see 
whether from the time that the Act came into operation there has been in 
any year a deficiency in dividend of less than 10 per cent. ‘They are in 
exactly the same position, neither better nor worse, with regard to the Act, 
as if van’ f were 4 company which came into existence on, the day of 
the passing of the Act, Whether the incorporation of the Act was 


4 the voluntary act of the company, or was imposed upon 
em by the Legislature, they come under the obligation in exchange 





(Repatel by 3.1. trinsixe, Em, Bartcher-at-Law.) 
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—— 


Marcl 
— 
of the argu 
down rights 
no t ad 
amount, for 
had often b 

up | 
ie of 
Act of 1847 
the passing 

"s ar 
in a 7 
means ne 
strict tech 
find that 11 


Act of 1: 
there w 


exclude 
compan 
CozE> 
Cripps, 
Sorrerrs 
Whatto' 


SER TESEERPZLESSE 


= 
oc 


ge 




















. coming years. 


March 28, 1903. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 47.) 385 














of the argument which was addressed to us on the injustice of cutting 
down rights-which the company had enjoyed. The company had derived 
no great advantage from their former right to pay dividends of unlimited 
amount, for before 1864 the dividends had never reached 10 per cent., and 
had often been much less. The company took the benefit of being able to 
make up part deficiencies subject to the obligation of not paying a 
dividend of more than 10 per cent, I can see no injustice in giving the 
Act of 1847 its natural meaning—that is, that it takes effect from and after 
the passing of the Act which incorporates it—i.e., the Act of 1864, Mr. 
Parker’s argument involves this proposition: that the word ‘‘ dividend” 
in section 75 does not mean dividend in the ordinary popular sense, but 
means the sum available for distribution by the company, which is the 
strict technical meaning of the word. But when the Act is looked at you 
find that in every other section where the word dividend is used, it cannot 
bear any other than its ordinary popular meaning. Then, coming to 
section 75 itself, I do not think that this meaning is necessary *for the 
construction of the section, and in fact it is only possible to support 
the contention by very refined reasoning. I think the decision jof 
Joyce, J., was quite right, and that the appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree, and I will only add a few words. Before the 
passing of the Act of 1864 this company was able to divide the whole of its |. 
profits among its shareholders without any limitation. Accordingly it 
would have been impossible for them in any one year to alter the dividend 
paid in a past year or to appropriate any part of their profits to the pay- 
ment of a dividend for a previous year. Up to the passing of the Act of 
1864 there was no deficiency in the true sense of any previous dividend. 
Then came the Act of 1864 which incorporated the Act of 1847, It is said 
that great hardship will result from the construction adopted by Joyce, J. 
The answer is that the company took the benefit of the Act of 1864 with all 
its advantages and disadvantages. The result of the bargain made with 
the Legislature was that the company became subject to the provisions of 
the Act of 1847. Section 27 of the Act of 1864 makes it perfectly clear 
that the provisions of the Act of 1847 were to.take effect only from and 
after the passing of the Act of 1864. In other words, the Act of 1847 was 
tohave no retrospective effect at all; it was intended to apply only to 
The company now want to regard years before 1864 in 
which a dividend of 10 per cent. was not paid as years in which there was 
a deficiency of dividend within the meaning of the Act of 1847. As I have 
already pointed out, in the years before the passingof the Act of 1864 
there was no such thing as a deficiency of dividend. The words in section 
75,“ fallen short of the said yearly rate,’”? must mean short of the prescribed 
rate. No rate was prescribed for this company before the passing of the 
Actof 1864, The section itself shews that it is dealing with years in which 
there was a fixed maximum rate of dividend, and in which the dividend 
had fallen short of that rate. Both the words and the spirit of the section 
exclude the construction which is now sought to be put on it by the 
company. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Covunsen, 
Cripps, K.C., and &. J. Parker; Younger, K.C., and Ashworth James. 
arg Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, & 

Vhatton. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinmxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BARONESS LLANOVER’S WILL. HERBERT v. FRESHFIELD. 
No. 2. 19th and 20th March. 


SETTLED LAND ACT~TRUSTEFS WITH EXTENSIVE POWERS OF MANAGE- 
MENT—TrUST TO PERMIT A, TO RESIDE—TENANT FOR LIFE—SETTLED 
Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicor. C. 38), 8. 2, SUB-SECTION 5; 8. 58, sUB- 
SECTION 1, CLAUSE IX. 


This was an appeal from a deeision of Swinfen Eady, J. (reported in 
1902, 2 Ch. 689), Mrs. Herbert, the plaintiff, had taken out a summons 
for a declaration that she was entitled, under the will of her mother, 
Lady Llanover, to. exercise the power cf a tenant for life within the 
meaning of the Settled Land Acts. By her will, dated the 16th of August, 
1889, Lady Llanover devised all her real estate to trustees, After giving them 
full powers of management and directing them to pay certain annuities, 
she proceeded in clause 5 to direct: as follows : “I direct that my trustees or 
trustee shall apply such annual sum or sums of money as shall be necessary 
for keeping up the two mansion-houses, grounds, and. gardens at Llanover, 
and also the residence and gardens called Abercarn Uchaf, and the mansion 
and premises in Great, Stanhope-street, in a fit state for residence in accord- 
ance with such scale and rules as they or he may think fit (including in 
such keeping up the wages of all servants and other persons employed by 
my trustees or trustee in or about such mansion-houses, residences, 
grounds, and gardens, which servants and other persons shall be Welsh 
and speak the Welsh language, and shall not be of the Roman Catholic 
religion), and my trustees or trustee shall permit my daughter Augusta 
Charlotte Elizabeth Herbert (wife of John Arthur Herbert of Lianarth, 

uire), at any time and from time to time during her life, to reside at 
said mansion-house, gardens, and grounds at Llanover, the residence 
and gardens called Abercarn Uchaf, and the mansion and premises in 
Great Stanhope-street, and during any and every such residence at the 
mansion-houses, gardens, and grounds at Lianover or at the mansion- 
house in Great Stanhope-street by my said Gongihten, under such per- 
mission as aforesaid, my trustees or trustee shall out of the rents and 
profits (subject to the an payments thereout hereinbefore directed) pay 
to my said daughter an allowance of £80 per week during such residence 
if the surplus rents and profits shall be sufficient for that purpose, and if 
not then an allowance at the rate of so much per week as my trustees or 
may in their or his absolute and uncontrolled disorotion think-that 

/such surplus rente and profits can fairly bear, and subject as aforesaid, my 
: or trustee shall during the life of my said daughter, but not tora 


period of more than twenty years after my death, apply the ultimate surplus, 
if any, of the said rents and profits in the manner by the tenth paragraph 
of this my will directed concerning the proceeds of my residuary estate,”’ 
Similar rights of residence were given to a granddaughter, grantison, 
and great-granddaughter successively, and there was an ultimate devise 
of the said freehold hereditaments to the daughters of her great-grand- 
davghter by a Protestant Trinitarian husband successively in tail male. By 
clause 7 the testatrix directed that the heirlooms in the three mansions 
should be enjoyed by the person or persons for the time being entitled to 
the same residences respectively under the limitations thereinbefore 
directed. The testatrix died on the 17th of January, 1836, and Mrs. 
Herbert, who had become a widow, had continuously resided in one or 
other of the above premises. Swinfen Eady, J., held that the lady had the 
tie of a*tenant for life within the meaning of the Settled’Land Acts. 


he trustees appealed. 
THE Court (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 


dismissed the appeal. 


Cotiins, M.R.—The will of Lady Llanover undoubtedly giyes very large 
wers to the trustees, and shews a strong desire to give a strictly 
rotestant and Welsh character to the estate. It has been held, however, 


that powers of management, however extensive, are not incompatible with 
a person being tenant for life within the meaning of the Settled Land 


Acts, and having the beneficial possession of the property: Re Jones (32 
W. R. 735). Under clause 5 of the will the perzon having the right to 
reside is Mrs. Herbert, and the residence contemplated is residence during 
her life. “Such residence is not a mere discretion on the part of the 
trustees, for the terms of the will are peremptory—*shall permit.” The 
only argument of the appellants having any weight was that the powers 
of management given to the trustees were so large as to be incompatible 
with any independent right of possession, In my opinion, the powers 
come to nothing more than very extensive powers of management, and 
powers given for the purpose of increasing the enjoyment of the property. 
They are for the advantage of the lady in question, and enhance the 
beneficial character of her possession. I think that-the decision of 
Swinfen Eady, J., was right, and that the appeal must be dismissed. 
Romenr, L.J.—I am of-the same opinion, The first trust in the will is 
in fact a trust that Mrs. Herbert shall have a right to reside during 
her life, It is not a trust that she alone, that she individually shall have 
aright to go and stay on these premises, as a sort of guest or lodger. She 
is the person to reside, and she is to have the ordinary powers of a mistress. 
She is, to my mind, in the words of section 2, sub-section 5, of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, the person beneficially entitled to possession. If she is not, 
then there is nobody beneficially entitled. The policy of the law is to 
regard the Settled Land Acts as beneficial, and not to cut down the class of 
persons to whom the benefits of those Acts apply. No doubt the testatrix 
did not anticipate this result, and no doubt the powers conferred by the 
Acts interfere with the object she had in view. But this cannot be helped, 
nor do I regret it. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I agree. I should like to refer to clause 7 of the 
will, which confers on the persons entitled to the possession of the estate 
the right of enjoying certain chattels as heirlooms. It cannot be seriously 
contended that Mrs. Herbertis not entitled to the enjoyment of these heir- 
looms, Clearly she is the person beneficially entitled to the possession, and 
as such tenant for life within the meaning of section 2, sub-section 5.— 
CounsEL, Haldane, K.C., and Howard Wright ; Warmington, K.C., and H. 
Fellows. Sowicrrors, Freshfields ; Hunter §& Haynes. 

[Reported by R. R. Caursecz, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EARL HOWE’S SETTLED ESTATES. Buckley, J. 
11th and 12th March. 


Estate Duty—Tenant FoR LireE— PAYMENT BY INSTALMENTS— 
INTEREST UPON UNPAID Duty—Fryance Act, 1894 (7 & 58 Vict, 
©. 80), s. 9 () AND (6). 

Originating summons. Upon the death of the third Earl Howe on 
the 25th of September, 1900, certain estates settled by a deed of resettle- 
ment of 1883, of which the third earl was tenant for life, devolved upon 
the present ea>l, who was the plaintiff in the above action as tenant for 
life in possession, The amount of the duty payable by the plaintiff upon 
the death of the third earl in respect of the settled estates had been 
assessed at £50,163 odd, and the plaintiff had elected to pay this sam by 
eight annual instalments of £6,270 7s, 9d. each. The first instalment had 
been paid. The second instalment became due on the 25th of September, 
1902, and a demand had been made upon the plaintiff the Inland 
Revenue authorities for its payment, together with a sum of £1,516 odd 
for interest for one year from the 25th of September, 1901, at three 
per cent. upon the whole unpaid duty of £43,892 odd. The plaintiff 
desired to raise the instalment and also the interest out of the corpus of 
settled estates, either by sale or mortgage, or by the application for that 

urpose of capital moneys in the hands of the trustees of the resettlement 
for Tis parpora of the Settled Lands Acts, and he teok out this sammons 
against the trustees, and against Viscount Curzon, who was tenant for life 
in remainder of the settled eatates, for a decision by the court as to whether 

he could do these things, . 
Bockuxy, J.—The question is whether under section 9, sub-section 4, of 

the Finance Act, 1894, the tenant for life may throw upon the inheritance 

the amount of the second instalment, and also the amount of the interest 
e upon the unpaid daty, Iam of opinion that he is not entitled to 

oso, Prima facie, and unless there be some provision to the contrary in 
the statute, it is plain that upon general principles a tenant for life whose 
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income is increased by the postponement of the payment of the duty ought | creditors) restrained from anticipation, and the charges given as aboyg 
to bear the interest which is the price of obtaining the postponement. The | mentioned were invalid. 





The trust funds under the Scotch contra 


question whether the statute contains anything which enables a tenant for | comprised (inter alia) Scotch heritable bonds which it was contended wer 


life to throw the interest upon the inheritance depends upon the true 


by the law of Scotland treated as real estate. It was argued on behalf 


construction of section 9, sub-section 5 of the Finance Act, 1894. Under | of Sir G. Fitzgerald that, being a Scotch contract, the parties must hay 


section 6 the duty may be paid in one of two ways. It may be paid under 
sub-section 6 in one sum with interest from the death up to the time 
mentioned. If that alternative is taken the inheritance parts with the 
amount of the duty, and the income of the tenant for life is so much the 
smaller. Or it may be paid under sub-section 8 at the option of the 
person delivering the account. That person may be the tenant for life or 
any one of several other persons within section 6 (2) or section 8 (4). If 
that option is exercised the duty is paid by eight annual instalments. 
There is no interest at all for the first year, but interest runs from the 
end of the first year. If the Act of 1894 as amended by the Act of 
1896 had stopped there, I should have thought that there was no question 
at all, but that the different modes selected for payment of the duty did 
not alter in any way the incidence of the interest as between the tenant 
for life and remainderman. But by section 9 (5) the person authorized or 
required to pay the estate duty has a right of raising “the amount of the 
duty and any interest and expenses properly paid or incurred by him in 
thereof” by sale or mortgage of the inheritance. It is upon these 

words the difficulty occurs. The word “duty” is used in sub-sections 5, 
6, and 7 of section 9 as the whole amount due tothe Inland Revenue, 
and not duty as distinguished from interest. The person entitled to raise 
under section 9 (5) the amount he has paid may be the executor of the 
deceased tenant for life, or a trustee, or one to whom the property 
passes for a beneficial interest, which would include a tenant for life. The 
words “and any interest ” are therefore appropriate for enabling a person 
not a tenant for life to raise, if necessary, out of the inheritance the moneys 
he has paid but did not owe, Ido not think it is necessary to read those 
words so as to apply to the tenant for life if he isthe person who pays, 
and enable him to raise the interest out of the inheritance. Suppose the 
tenant for life did not pay the duty as it falls due, then, under section 18 
(1) of the Act of 1896, the revenue authorities would be entitled to interest. 
It could not be that he could throw this interest upon the corpus. Any 
interest so incurred would not be “ properly paid or incurred” by him. I 
think also in the case before me that the interest has not, as between the 
tenant for life and the remainderman, been “ properly incurred” by the 
former. I am therefore of opinion that where the tenant for life is the 
person who accepts the responsibility for paying the duty, and pays an 
instalment and interest for the unpaid portion of the duty, he is not 
entitled to raise that interest out of the inheritance, as being entitled to be 
recouped that interest, and therefore that the tenant for life here is not 
entitled to raise the £1,316 odd by sale or mortgage.—CouNsEL, Kenyon 
Parker ; R. J. Parker ; Northcote ; Ashworth James, SoOuicirors, Trower, 
Still, Freeling, & Parker. 


[Reported by Nevitite Tecsert, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re FITZGERALD. SURMAN +, FITZGERALD. Joyce, J. 
3rd, 4th, and 21st March. 


CoxFLict or Laws—Scotcuh Law—ScotcH MARriaGEe ConTract— 
Lire INTEREST BY WAY OF ALIMENTARY PROVISION—INALIENABLE 
Lire InTeREsT— FRAUD UPoN CREDITORS — DomiciL—“ PuBLICc 
Pouicy.” 


This was a summons by the trustees of settlements made in 1862, raising 
in effect the question whether under the circumstances mentioned below 
certain mortgagees had or had not a valid charge upon the life interest of 
Sir Gerald Fitzgerald under a settlement in Scotch form. In 1862 a 
marriage was contemplated between Sir Gerald Fizgerald, who was 
domiciled in England, and the lady who afterwards became Lady Fitz- 
gerald, and who was domiciled in Scotland. By an English settlement 
made in consideration of the intended marriage, and dated the 20th of 
September, 1862, but executed in Scotland, certain property was assigned 


to Lady Fitzgerald for life, and after the death of the survivor upon 
the trusts therein declared for the children of the marriage. By a 
Seotch marriage contract of even date with the English settlement, 
and made between the intending husband of the one part and the 
intending wife of the other part, and reciting the English settlement, 
Lady Fitzgerald assigned to the same trustees all her then present and 
futare property upon trust (in effect) to pay the costs of the trust, and 
sabject thereto to pay the income to Lady Fitzgerald for life, and subject 
thereto, in case Sir G. Fitzgerald should survive his wife, to pay the said 
income to him during the remainder of his life, and it was by the contract 
declared “that all payments to the said Sir Gerald should be strictly 
alimentary, and should not be assignable nor liable to arrestment or any 
other legal diligence at the instance of his creditors,” and eubject thereto 
upon the trusts therein declared for the children of the marriage. The 
marriage was duly solemnized, and there was issue one child and no more, viz., 
Miss Geraldine Fitzgerald, who was born in 1463. Lady Fitzgerald died on the 
16th of May, 1901. Prior to this date Sir G. Fitzgerald and Miss Fitzgerald had 
executed numerons documents purporting to charge their respective interests 
under the English settlement and the Scotch contract, some of these having 
been executed prior to Miss Fitzgerald's attaining twenty-one on the 19th 
of Jane, 1884, and others subsequently to that event. The trust had always 
heen aAministered in England, and five of the six trustees were domiciled 
in England. The question above indicated, which now came up for 
argument, depended in sulstance upon the question whether the Scotch 
contract was to be construed according to Scotch or English law. If 
according to the former, then Sir Gerald’s life interest was (except in 


intended it to be governed by Scotch law, for if governed by English Igy 
some of its provisions would be nugatory. Thesettlor was Scotch, and theform 
of the document Scotch throughout ; there wasnothing contrary to the poliey 
of English law in a person settling property on another in such a wayas tp 
prevent alienation by such other, and if that was so, then by the comity of 
nations effect would be given to the settlement under Scotch law. 

Joyce, J.,in giving judgment, stated the facts and the questions at issu 
and said that it was contended that the words cited above from the Scoteh 
contract precluded Sir G. Fitzgerald from assigning so as to create a valid 
incumbrance. The domicil and residence of Sir G. Fitzgerald had throngh. 
out remained English, and the trustees were all subject to and had indegj 
invoked the jurisdiction of the English courts ; in these circumstances jt 
appeared to his lordship that even if the construction and effect of the con. 
tract in question was to be determined by Scotch law (Re Barnard, if 
L.T. N.S. 9), yet its validity and operation with respect to the matter 
now in question must be determined by the law of England: sem 
Westlake on International Law, p. 76; Vaiz2y on Settlements, 1649, 
et seq. Moreover, if the question were one solely of contract be. 
tween the parties, yet a contract inconsistent with the law and 
policy of this country, or which conflicted with what were treated 
in England as essential public interests, could not be enforced in 
England (Westlake, s.215). According to English law, an inalienable trust 
in favour of a man even for his maintenance was not allowed, nor wasa 
mere prohibition against alienation effectual except with regard to a 
married woman's separate estate: Brandon v. Robinson (18 Ves, 429), 
Graves v. Dolphin (1 Sim. 66), Younghusband v. Gisborne (1 Coll. 400), 
It was contrary to English public policy that property should be so settled 
as to continue in the enjoyment of a bankrupt notwithstanding bankruptcy, 
The words therefore in the Scotch contract in question were void and 
inoperative according to English law, being repugnant and contrary 
to public policy. It was clear that, in so far as the property com- 
prised in the contract was personalty, the law of England must 
govern ; and upon reflection, having regard to the frame of the settle. 
ment, his lordship thought there was no difference even with regard 
to that part, if any, which ought by the law of Scotland to be 
treated as real and immovable property. Sir G. Fitzgerald had merely a 
personal claim against the trustees to be paid the income subject to the 
costs of the trust, and his lordship thought that the decision of the House 
of Lords in Scott v. Allnutt (2 Dow & Clark, 117) applied: see also WVoell y, 
Robinson (2 Ventris, 358). His lordship therefore held that the assignees 
and incumbrancers under the several documents of charge, and not Sir G, 
Fitzgerald, were the persons entitled to receive the income from the 
trustees of the Scotch contract. Declare accordingly.—CounNsEL, Hughes, 
K.C., and Philpotts ; Younger, K.C., and Crossman; Badcock, K.C., and 
Methold ; Hamilton, K.C., and Vernon; C. James; Ashworth James; 
Blakesley; Withers; Northeote; Pepys; E. Ford. Souicitors, Keea, 
Rogers, § Co.; Surman § Quekett ; Redfern § Hunt ; Stibbard, Gibson, § 
Co,; Currey § Hawkins; Rutter, Veitch, § Bond ; Trower, Still, § Co, 
[Reported by Avan C. Nesnirr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


LYON v. LONDON CITY AND MIDLAND BANK. Joyce, J. (silting as 
additional Judge), 18th March. 


Frxtrvnes—Trave Fixturrs—Seats 1s Turarre—Morrocace or THeratee 
—Ruicutr or Removat ny Owner. 


Action to recover certain chairs or seats alleged to be the property of the 
plaintiffs placed in a theatre of which the defendants were mortgagees. 
The plaintiffs agreed with a Mr. Ellis, the owner and occupier of the 
Brighton Hippodrome, to supply 689 crimson velvet armchairs for use at 
the Hippodrome, for which Ellis agreed to pay £20 per week for not less 
than twelve weeks, and in default of any one week’s payment the plaintiffs 
were to be at liberty to remove the chairs, and Ellis was to have an option 
to purchase the chairs within three months for £676. The agreement was 
afterwards extended for a further period of twelve weeks. Ellis never 
exercised his option of purchase, and in October, 1901, mortgaged the 
Hippodrome to the defendant company to secure his account, 
the mortgage containing a conveyance of the premises, together 
with all fixtures. The defendants having entered into posses- 
sion under their mortgage, refused to allow the plaintiffs 
to remove the chairs, which the defendants claimed as fixtures under 
their mortgage. The present action was then brought. ‘The chairs 
were constructed on iron frames, each chair having two standards with 
holes at the feet for the insertion of screws. In accordance with the 
requirements of the town council the chairs were fastened by means of 
screws to the floor, the floor itself being nailed to a bed of concrete. The 
defendants relied inter alia on Hobson v. Gorringe (1897, 1 Ch. 182), 

Joyce, J., said it seemed to him that there were impottant differences 
between this case and those relied on by the defendants. The chattels in 
this case were chairs, and not engines, boilers, or machines. They were 
complete in themselves and might be used without any annexation, 
though no doubt they could be better used when screwed down, Again, 
the agreement was not a hire and purchase agreement as in J[obson V. 
Gorringe. Where a chattel was attached to the soil, primd facie it was 4 
fixture. But that inference might be displaced by shewing that it was 





favour of alimentary creditors and to the extent required by such 


not annexed for the permanent improvement of the land, but for its 
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temporary enjoyment as a chattel. That was the case here, and there- 

fore the chairs did not pass with the freehold.—CounsrL, Reed, K.C,, and 

Kerly; Muir Mackenzie and C. Holden. Soxicrrons, Reed § Reed ;* Nye, 

Moreton, § Co., for J. K. Nye § Treacher, Brighton. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witi1aus, Esq., saan > hata for C, B. Cama, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Ww. 


je A MUNICIPAL ELECTION PETITION FOR THE BOROUGH OF 
WEST HARTLEPOOL. YELLOW AND OTHERS (Petitioners) AND 
MEREDITH (Respondent). Div. Court. 19th March. 


Euection LAaw—Etrction—Town CovncitLor—DisqvatiricaTion—UNDIs- 
cuarceD Bankrurpt—Deposir Nor Founp ny Perrrioners THEeMsELVES— 
[aasmity or Resronpents ror TuHrem Costs—Municipat Corporations 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 89, 93 (7), 101 (3). 

This was special case stated for the opinion of the court pursuant to 
an order of Wright, J., dated the 22nd of January, 1903, and made under 
section 93 (7) of the Municipal (Corrupt Practices and Election Petition) 
Corporation Act, 1882. The question for decision was whether the election 
on the Ist of November, 1902, of the respondent—William Metcalfe 
Meredith—as town councillor for the south-west ward of the borough 
of West Hartlepool was void by reason of his bankruptcy. The facts 
stated in the case so far as material here were these: On the Ist of 
November, 1902, the respondent was declared duly elected to the office of 
town councillor for the south-west ward of the borough of West 
Hartlepool. Proceedings in bankruptcy under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
were commenced against the respondent on the 23rd of July, 1895, and he was 
adjudged a bankrupt on the 28th of October, 1895, and had not at the 
date of the said election obtained his discharge. A petition was 
presented against his return by four burgesses—Messrs. J. Yellow, A. 
Brackenbury, J. Hill, and J. Glass—alleging that the respondent was not 
a person qualified to be elected on the ground that he had been adjudged 
a bankrupt, and praying that it might be determined that the 
respondent was not duly elected, and that his election was void. 
The petitioners now submitted by their counsel that an undischarged 
bankrupt was not a person qualified to be elected as a towu councillor, and 
that consequently the respondent’s election was void. [Wricur, J.—I 
have read the special case and I do not see that there is any point that can 
be raised against the petition.] Counsel for the respondent said he could 
not advance anything on the main point, and that there must be judgment 
for the petitioners. At to the question of costs, he would point out that 
the petition had not been presented by the defeated candidate, and that 
one of the petitioners had filed an affidavit in which he admitted he had 
not found a single halfpenny of the £300 deposited for costs. As a matter 
of fact none of the petitioners, as they well knew, were running any risk 
in regard to costs, and therefore it was not fair to order that they should be 
paid anything. [Kennepy, J.—They are the parties who would be 
responsible for costs in the event of the petition failing.] It had been 
held in several cases that where the petitioners were men of straw 
no order should be made that the respondent should pay costs. [Wkricur, 
J., that is not the case here. The evidence is that the petitioners are all 
respectable tradesmen in the town.] In the Borough of Stepney case (4 
O'Malley and Hardcastle, at p. 183) the point was taken by Jelf (now Mr. 
Justice Jelf) that petitioners there having admitted that they were not 
able to pay, the application that costs should be allowed the petitioners 
ought not to be granted, and Cave, J., said ‘‘ they,”’ the petitioners, ‘‘ tell 
us themselves that they had nothing to pay, and therefore, having nothing 
to pay, I do not see why they should have anything at all.’’ 

Kennepy, J., in giving judgment, said that the four petitioners had 
made: themselves liable for costs, whether, as was suggested, somebody 
provided the fund for them or not which had to be deposited before the 
petition could be brought. Under these circumstances he saw no reason 
for departing from the ordinary rule of granting costs to the successful 
party. An untenable point had been taken on behalf of the respondent, 
that because one of the petitioners had made an affidavit stating that he 
had not contributed to the sum of £300 which it was necessary to deposit 
the petitioners ought not to receive any costs. He could not accept that 
contention. The petition was successful and the ordinary rule as to costs 
to the successful party must follow. Judgment would therefore be pro- 
nounced declaring the election void and for an order that the money in 
court should be paid out to the petitioners or their agent. 

Wnicut, J., concurred, Judgment accordingly with costs.—Covunsrt, 
C. Willoughby- Williams ; Lushington. Sorscrrors, Leesmith § Munby ; J. B. 
& I, Scott, 


{Reported by Erskine Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
PRICE & CO. +, UNION LIGHTERAGE CO, (LIM ). 
llth March. 


Carrier — Licnrenage — Neciicence—Unskawortniness—LIAniLity For 
Loss on Damage ro Goops CoverarnLe by [NsURANCE. 


Com, Court, 


This was an action brought to recover damages for breach of a contract to 
carry a quantity of oil in a barge of the defendants from a jetty at Thames 
Haven to Belvedere. ‘The barge was loaded and left moored to the jetty until 
after low water. With the rising tide the barge rose and jammed under a 
projecting portion of the jetty, and so was submerged and sank. The 
contract was not contained in any written document, but was admitted to 
be subject to a clause printed on the stationery used by the defendants in 
their business, viz., ‘*The rates charged by us are for conveyance only, 
and we will not be liable for any loss of or damage to goods which can be 
covered by insurance. The terms of the marine or other policy should 
stipulate that insurance is effected without recourse to lighterman. We 
Will not be responsible for any consequences arising from strikes or other 
labour disturbances.”” ‘The plaintiffs alleged that the loss was caused by 


as the tide rose, or by the unseaworthiness of the barge, or by both causes. 
The defendants alleged there was no negligence, and denied that the 
barge was unseaworthy, and they further alle that by the terms of the 
contract they were exempt from liability of a loss so caused. 
Watton, J., said that in his opinion the plaintiffs failed to prove that 
the barge was unseaworthy, and that if the plaintiffs were to succeed it must 
be on the ground that the loss was caused by the negligence of the 
defendants’ servants. The defendants alleged that by the terms of the 
contract they were exempt from liability. It was necessary, therefore, to 
consider the contract. In dealing with the question of construction, he 
assumed that the loss was caused by the negligence of the defendants’ 
lightermen. Upon the question of construction the controversy between 
the parties was as to whether the clause exempted the lighterage company 
from liability for a loss caused by the negligence of their servants. 
Such a loss as occurred in the present case was covered by an ordinary 
marine policy on goods, whether the loss was brought about by negli- 
gence or not. Negligence of lightermen was not one of the risks 
named in the common forms of policies on goods, but it could 
be insured against specifically without any difficulty. The words 
of the clause ‘loss of goods which can be covered by insurance’ 
were wide enough to include the loss which occurred in this case—even 
assuming that it was caused by negligence. If it was permissible to deal 
with the present case without regard to the rules of construction which had 
been laid down in a series of cases and to look only at the language used, 
it might be said that its meaning was that the defendants were to be 
exempt from liability for insurable losses caused by negligence or not. 
There was, however, a well-established rule of construction applicable to 
the present case. The law did not forbid the carrier to exempt himself by 
contract from liability for the negligence of himself and his servants; but 
if the carrier desired so to exempt himself it required that he should do so 
in express, plain, and unambiguous terms. An exemption in general 
words not expressly relating to negligence, even though the words were 
wide enough to include loss by the negligence or default of the carrier’s 
servants, must be construed as limiting the liability of a carrier as insurer 
and not as relieving him from the duty of exercising reasonable skill and 
care. If a carrier wished to exempt himself from liability for the negli- 
gence of his servants he must insert in his contract in one form or 
another something equivalent to what is well-known as a negligence clause. 
He referred to and commented on Phillips v. Clark (5 W. R. 582, 2C. B.N.8. 
156), Steinman v. Angier Line (39 W. R. 392; 1891, 1 Q. B. 619), Mitchell v. 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (23 W. R. 853, L. R. 10 Q. B. 256), 
Cicert v. Sutton (15 App. Cas. 144), Compania de Navigacion La Flecha v. 
Brauer (168 U. 8. Rep. 104). The clause seemed to refer to conveyance in 
contradistinction to insurance. Applying the rule laid down in the cases, 
the clause must be read as meaning : ‘‘ I will use reasonable skill and care 
in the conveyance of the goods, but I will not undertake any liability as 
insurer for loss or damage which can be covered by insurance with under- 
writers.’’ In his opinion, if the loss was caused by the negligence of the 
lighterman, then defendants were liable. He found as a fact that there 
was negligence, and therefore judgment must be given for the plaintiffs 
with costs, excep’ so far as they referred to the issue of unseaworthiness.— 
CounseL, Hamilton, K.C., and Bailhache; Scrutton, K.C., and Lochnis, 
Soricrrors, J. A. §& H. BE. Farnfield; E. C. Harvey. 

[Reported by W. T. Turtox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re NEPEAN. Ex parte RAMCHUND. Wright, J. 23rd March. 


Bankruprcoy—ScuemMe OF ARRANGEMENT—Paoor—Deart Carryine [xrerest 
Exceepine Five rer Cent.—Banxrvptey Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 
s. 23. 

Appeal by a creditor under a scheme of arrangement from the partial 
rejection of his proof by the official receiver. In this case a scheme of 
arrangement With the creditors, in accordance with the terms of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1890, had been approved by the court. The friends of the 
debtor had raised a sum of £1,800, and the scheme provided that as large 
a dividend was to be paid upon all debts provable in bankruptcy 
as the sum collected should admit of. It was agreed that the 
sum collected was sufficient to pay 7s. 6d. in the £1 on all the debts 
proved even if the appellant’s proof were admitted to its full amount. 
The appellant's proof was for money lent with interest at a higher rate 
than tive per cent. The official receiver refused to admit the proof for 
more than the principal sum advanced and interest thereon at five per 
cent., relying on the terms of section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890: 
‘* Where a debt has been proved upon a debtor's estate under the principal 
Act, and such debt includes interest or any pecuniary consideration in lieu 
of interest, such interest or consideration shall, for the purposes of 
dividend, be calculated at a rate not exceeding five per cent. per annum, 
without prejudice to the right of a creditor to receive out of the estate any 
higher rate of interest to which he may be entitled after all the debts 
proved in the estate have been paid in full.” The crediter appealed, and 
contended that his interest was a debt provable in bankruptcy, though if 
the estate were administered in bankruptcy it would be postponed for the 
purpose of dividend. The scheme provided for the payment of a dividend 
on all debts provable in bankruptéy, therefore the proof should be admitted 
for the full amount. 

Wnuient, J., held that debts provable in bankruptcy meant debts 
yrovable in the fullest sense of the word, not merely provable for immediate 
dividend, and that the proof ought to be admitted for the full amount, 
Appeal allowed.—Counss1, Clayton ; Sidney Lushington, Soxrerrors, Jobe 
Bartlett ; Radcliffe, Cater, § Hood, 

{Reported by P. M. Franck, Bsq., Barristerat-Law.} 
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Law Societies. 
The Selden Society. 


ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Selden Society was held on Wednes- 
day in the Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, Lord Macnacuren, the 
president, taking the chair, supported by Lord Justice Stirling, Lord 
Lindley, the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Byrne, Mr. Justice Channell, 
Mr. .Justice Farwell, Sir Howard Elphinstone, Mr. P. O. Lawrance, K.C., 
Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Cyprian Williams, Mr. F. K. Munton, and 
Mr. B. Fossett Lock (hon. sec.). 

The report, after referring to the fact that the society had again suffered 
this year several losses by death and resignation, stated that new members 
had joined andthe total number, which was now 296, still shewed a slight 
increase. Many of the new subscriptions continued to come from the 
libraries of public intitutions. Volume 13 of the society’s publications for 
1902 was the first volume of ‘‘ Select Proceedings in the Star Chamber,’’ 
edited by Mr. I. 8. Leadam. The council expressed regret that Mr. 
Leadam had been unfortunately and unavoidably delayed in the compilation 
of the work, which was not yet published, but they now hoped for its early 
appearance. Volume 17 for 1903 would be the first volume of the new edition 
of the *‘ Year Books of Edward II.,” edited by Professor Maitland. This 
wouldmark the beginning of the arduousand expensive undertaking which the 
council had for some years contemplated. They had made a great effort 
to accumulate for this purpose a reserve fund, without which they would 
not have felt justified in embarking upon it. Provisional arrangements, 
subject to contingencies, had been made for the following publications in 
subsequent years: 1904, ‘‘Star Chamber,”’’ Vol. II., edited by Mr. I. 8. 
Leadam, and in 1905, ‘‘ Year Books of Edward II.,”’ Vol. I1., edited by 
Professor Maitland ; also other volumes of the Year Books ‘and volumes 
on “ Glanvill,’’ ‘‘ Borough. Custumals,’’ and ‘‘ Charters of Trading Com- 

anies.”” The period of Sir Howard Elphinstone’s office as vice-president 

ad expired, and the council had nominated Mr. Renshaw, K.C., in his 

lace. They desired to record their gratitude to Sir H. Elphinstone for 
| served as vice-president during the last three years. The following 
members of the council retired by rotation: Sir H. Maxweil Lyte, C.B., 
Mr. Stuart Moore, Mr. Pennington, Sir Frederick Pollock, and Mr. 
Renshaw, K.C.. The council had re-nominated the first four, and they had 
nominated Mr. Justice Byrne in place of Mr. Renshaw, who became vice- 
president. They had also appointed five trustees in whom any copyrights 
or other property of the society might be vested—namely, Mr. Renshaw, 
Sir Frederick Pollock, Mr. Cyprian Williams, Mr. Munton, and Mr. Lock. 
The assets of the society were £2,566 1s. 4d., and there was a net balance 
of assets over liabilities of £2,249 12s., which would be available to meet 
the cost of future volumes, in regard to which the society had already 
incurred liabilities to the amount of about £1,000, without taking into 
account subsequent volumes of the Year Book. 

The Present moved the adoption of the report, the re-election of the 
retiring members of the council, and the election of Mr. Renshaw. He 
congratulated the meeting that the number of members had not decrea3ed, 
and that many new subscriptions were being received from public institu- 
tions. He regretted that, owing to unavoidable circumstances, the society 
had not issued any publications during the year under review. This was 
owing to the delay, which could not be prevented, in the completion of 
Mr. Leadam’s work on the Star Chamber. He was afraid therefore that, 
in these circumstances, they had been invited to a Barmecide feast, but he 
thonght the works in hand—namely, those undertaken by Mr. Leadam 
and Professor Maitland, would prove sufficient to atone for any deficiencies 
in the labours of last year. The society was fortunate in having Professor 
Maitland as the editor of the ‘‘ Year Books of Edward II.,’’ for no one 
else in the world could do the work so well. 

Mr. Pexxrncton seconded the motion, and it was unanimously agreed to. 

Lord Laxpiex moved a vote of thanks to Sir Howard Elphinstone for his 
setvices as vice-president during the last three years. Not only had Sir 
Howard Elphinstone acted as vice-president for that period, but he had 
also served as a member of the council since the foundation of the society. 

Lord Justice Stiziixc seconded the motion, and it was adopted. 

Sir Howaxp Etrurxsronr, in returning thanks, said he had retired from 
the office because he had thought it better to make way for new blood. He 
moved a vote of thanks to Professor Maitland (literary director), Mr. Lock 
(hon. sec.), Mr. Munton (hon. treasurer), and Mr. Clark and Mr. Hall 
(hon. auditors), which was seconded by Mr. Justice Bruxy, and carried. 

Mr. Mcnton mentioned that many of the new subscriptions continued to 
come from the libraries of public institutions. This was a gratifying fact. 
He also thought it well to state that any society on paying its guinea 
subscription for the current year would be entitled to purchase all the 
back volumes of the society’s publications for eight guineas, or one-half 
their price. 

A vote of thanks to the president for taking the chair, and to the 
treasurer and benchers of Lincoln’s-inn for the use of the council-room, 
which was moved by the Masten or tue Roiis, and seconded by Mr. Justice 
Cuasnext, closed the meeting. 





The Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual general meeting was held on the 24th of February, when 
there were present Mr. H. Vaughan Sg (president), Mr. F. R. 
James ag vom Messrs. H. C. oe, J, Gwynne James, J. 
Lambe, T, 


Stephens, Andrews, Watson, Symonds-Tayler, and J. R. Symonds (hon, 


sec.). 

The minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 
signed. 

"The report of the committee for the past year was received and 
adopted. 


It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. W. J. Humfrys, seconded 
by Mr. Llanwarne, that Mr. F. R. James be elected president for the 
ensuing year. . 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. Wallis, seconded by Mr. J. @, 
James, that a cordial vote of thanks be accorded to Mr. H. V. Vaughan 
for his services as president during the past. year. 

Ii was resolved, on the motion of Mr. H. C. Beddoe, seconded by 
Mr. Corner, that Mr. F. S. Collins be elected vice-president for the ensuing 
year. 

The following were elected as the committee: Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
J. Gwynne James, Lambe, Llanwarne, A. J. Corner, E. P. Lloyd, W. J, 
Humfrys, Wallis, H. V. Vaughan, and Lilley. 

Mr. J. R. Symonds was elected hon. secretary and treasurer. 

Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Llanwarne, seconded by Mr. J. Gwynte 
James, that the following resolution be presented to Mr. Justice Jelf: 

‘The members of the Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society (which 
consists of solicitors practising in this and two adjoining Welsh counties) 
desire to take the opportunity of the first visit to Hereford of the Honour- 
able Mr. Justice Jelf in the capacity of Justice of Assize to offer to his 
lordship their congratulations upon his appointment to the bench and to 
assure him of the extreme satisfaction which such appointment gave to 
the whole profession. In welcoming his lordship to the circuit which he 
so long adorned as leader they look back with every feeling of gratifica- 
tion upon his distinguished and honourable ‘career at the bar, and the 
excellent feeling which invariably existed between him and the members 
of their own branch of the profession. 

‘*Given under the seal of the society at their general meeting on Tuesday 
the 24th of February, 1903. 

** Francis R. Jases, President, 
**J. Recrxatp Symonps, Hon, Secretary.” 

Resolved, further, that members of this society be requested to attend in 
court on the 26th inst. to present the same to his lordship. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is now seventy-five, an increase of 
seven on Jast year. Eight new members were elected at the annual meet- 
ing, and one member (Mr. E. T. Owen, of Builth) died. . 

Conditions of Sale.-—The attention of members is called to. the case of 
Pickles v. Sutcliffe (Law Times of the 6th of December, p. 127; Weekly 
Notes, 1902, p. 200), where Farwell, J., decided that a _ contract 
containing the words ‘‘The land is sold subject to the conditions of 
the Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society ’’ was a sufficient memorandum 
to satisfy the Statute of Frauds. 

Solicitors’ Robes.—The committee replied to a communication from the 
Incorporated Law Society on this subject to the effect that while they 
considered it desirable that solicitors should wear robes in county courts 
the practice ought not to be made compulsory. It is, however, the custom 
almost universally to do so in the courts in this district. 

Service of Summonses and Notices and Delivery of Pleadings in Dstrict 
Registries.—The committee do not approve of the proposal made by the 
Liverpool Society to allow service of proceedings in litigation by post, but 
they agree with the Manchester Association in thinking such a course 
would lead to disputes and friction, and not improbably to injustice. 


The Birmingham Law Society. 


The committee of the Birmingham Law Society, at their annual meeting 
last week, adopted the following message of congratulation to Mr. A. 8. 
Field, of Leamington, and a copy suitably engrossed has been forwarded 
to Mr. Field, signed by the officers of the society : 


‘*To Algernon Sydney Field, Esq., Clerk of the Peace and Clerk to the 
County Council of Warwickshire. 

‘‘ Dear Sir,—The committee of the Birmingham Law Society, represent- 
ing 350 members of the legal profession, desire to tender to you their 
hearty congratulations upon the recent attainment of your ninetieth year. 
They are proud of a colleague admitted in 1834, and rejoice to learn that 
after nearly seventy years spent in an active and distinguished professional 
career you are still in the enjoyment of the blessings of good health and 
unimpaired faculties.—Yours faithfully, 

**R, A. Prxsent, President. 
‘*Watrer Barrow, Hon. Sec. 
** Birmingham, March, 1903.” 


Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace. 


‘The eleventh annual meeting of this society was held at the Inns of 
Court Hotel, London, on the 20th inst., Mr. Horatio Brevirr, town 
clerk and clerk of the peace of Wolverhampton (the president!, being in 
the chair. 

There was a good attendance of members, places so widely apart as 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Portsmouth being represented. : 

Several important questions relating to the criminal. law and the duties 
of clerks of the peace were discussed. q 
The officers elected for the ensuing year were: President, Mr. J. Gibson 
Youll (Newcastle-upon-Tyne); vice-president, Mr, J. Foster Glanville 





warne, E. L, Wallis, Earle, Corner, Akerman, Lloyd, | 


(Portsmouth) ;/treasurer, Mr, A. Copson Peake (Leeds); hon, secretary, 


— 
Matthews, D, Allen, Steel, W. J. Humfrys, F. 8. Collins, J. Carlegg, . 
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—— 
Mr. Francis Ogden (Manchester); committee, Mr. Binney (Sheffield), 
Mr. Brevitt (Wolverhampton), Mr. Cartwright (Bristol), Mr. Duignan 
alsall), Mr. Harris (Nottingham), and Dr. Woodhouse (Hull). 
The next annual meeting is to be held at Newcastle-upon-Tyne on the 
invitation of the president. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 12th inst., Mr. A. Toovey in the chair. The 
other directors present were Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, and Mr. Vallance. 
Asum of £25 was granted in relief to a solicitor’s widow. Four life 
members and thirteen new annual subscribers were elected members of 
the association, and other general business was transacted. 





United Law Society. 


March 23.—Mr. C. H. Kirby presiding.—The subject for debate was 
“That Carruthers v. Newen was wrongly decided”? (L. T., Feb. 21, 1903; 
Times, Feb. 16, 1903 ; Consent Order, Power of London or Country Agent to 
Gompromise). Mr. J. Wylie moved, and Mr. W. 8. Clayton-Greene 
opposed the motion, which was lost. ‘The speakers were Messrs. N. 
Tebbutt, Green-Armytage, W. S. Cox-Sinclair, H. Procter, Nicholson, 
A. H. Richardson, and F. O. Clutton. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupenrs’ Denatinc Socrery.—March 17.—Chairman, Mr. P. F. 
Dorté.—A joint debate was held with the United Law Society. The sub- 
ject for debate was: ‘‘ That the existing relations between Church and 
State are an anomaly, and ought to be ended.’”? Mr. C. Kains-Jackson 
(U.L.S.) opened in the affirmative ; Mr. E. W. 8. Cox-Sinclair (L.8.D.S.) 
opened in the negative. The following gentlemen als> spoke: Messrs. 
Hamilton Fox, Pleadwell, Haseldine Jones, Chambers, R. P. Croom John- 
son, Rendell, Tebbutt, Owen, Leggatt, Ames, Weigall, Clutton, Clayton 
Greene, and Risch Miller. The opener replied, and the motion was carried 
by three votes. , 

BraancHamM Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—March 17.—The chair was taken 
by Mr. ‘I’. Cross, anda debate took place on the following moot point: 
“That the decision in Brown, Brough, § Co. v. The National Bank of India 
was wrong.’’ ‘The speakers for the affirmative were Messrs. W. H. Coley, 
F, Foulston, A. Cotterell, T. H. Cleaver, H. G. Jones, R. A. Willes, and 
A. G. Mattey ; and for the negative, Messrs. E. A. B. Cox, E. A. Gateley, 
J. H. Round, and W. Kentish. After the openers on either side had 
replied, the chairman summed up, and a vote resulted in a win for the 
aflirmative by a majority of seven. The meeting terminated with a hearty 
vote of thanks to Mr. Cross for presiding. 








Obituary. 


Mr. F. W. Bush, K.C. 


Mr. Frank Whittaker Bush, K.C., died on Saturday last. He was the 
son of the late Mr. George Bush, of Fairwood, Wiltshire; was educated 
at Hertford College, Oxford, and was called to the bar in 1851. He had 
aconsiderable practice asa junior, and was made a Queen’s Counsel in 
1885, and was elected a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn in 1888. 


Sir Richard Garth, K.C. 


The death on Monday last of the Right Honourable Sir Richard Garth, 
K.C., is announced. He was the son of the late Rev. Richard Garth, of Farn- 
ham, Surrey, and was educated at Eton and Christ Church, Oxford, and was 
called to the bar in 1847. He was counsel to the Incorporated Law 
Society while a junior ; was niade a Queen’s Counsel in 1866, and in the 
same year was elected Member of Parliament for Guildford. In 1875 he 
was appointed Chief Justice of Bengal, and was knighted, and he retained 
that post till 1886. In 1889 he was made a Privy Councillor. 








Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Pacer Cook, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs, Russell Cooke & Co., 
has been appointed legal adviser to the Liberal Central Association in 
succession to the late Mr. Russell Cooke. 





Information Required. 


Freperick Waters, late of 65, Oakfleld-road, Croydon, deceased.—Any 
= ar a Will of the above-named deceased is requested to communi- 
cate with David Gunnell, solicitor, 2, Arthur-street West, King William- 
street, London, E.C. oa Sete 


Cnartes Truwunrrr, late of 34, Theobald’s-road, and of Brandshatch, 
Fawkham, Kent, solicitor, deceased.—Information. wanted as to any Will 


Percy Hven Seymour Monrcomery, deceased.—Any solicitor or other 
person having any Will or Testamentary Document made by Percy Hugh 
Seymour Montgomery (a commissioner in the Imperial Chinese Customs at 
Shanghai), formerly of No. 5, Albert-street, Victoria-square, 8.W., the 
Junior Carlton Club, 8.W., 8, Storey’s-gate, 8.W., and 19, Lowndes- 
uare, S.W., is requested to communicate with Lawrence, Graham & Co., 
solicitors, 6; New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, W.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions, 


Crctr Dickrnsox and Gronoz Jonn Routines Srvsps, solicitors (Dickinson 
& Stubbs), 22-23, Laurence Pountney-lane, London, E.C. Feb. 27. 


Davip Hate, Wi.t1AM Henry Qvarrett, and Epwarp Arrnur Mammarr, 
solicitors (Smith, Mammatt, Hale, & Quarrell), Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 
March 4. So far as regards the said William Henry Quarrell, who retires 
from the firm. The said David Hale and Edward Arthur Mammatt will 
continue the said business under the style or firm of Smith, Mammatt, & 


Hale. 
[ Gazette, March 13. 


Wriuam Warp Dvrrictp, Artucr. Stewart Derrietp, and Tomas 
Joun Sex, solicitors (Duffield, Son, & Smee), Chelmsford. March 1. So 
far only as regards the said Thomas John Smee. The said partnership will 
be continued by us the undersigned William Ward Duffield and Arthur 
Stewart Duflield alone, under the name or style of Duffield & Son. 


Wuu1aM Jounn Prioexry and Ernest Howarp Sx cwick, solicitors (Pictin 
’ 


& Sedgwick), Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempsteid. Feb. 28. , 
(Gazette, March 20, 





a 
General. 


The Master of the Rolls (Sir R. Henn Collins) was photographed on 
Wednesday, says the Standard, in the temporary studio which has been 
erected in the Law Courts Quadrangle for the purpose of his Majesty’s 
judges having their likenesses taken, with the view of being ultimately 
formed into a group in one picture. The Master of the Rolls was the first 
judge to give a sitting. 

At the Glamorgan Assizes Mr. Justice Phillimore, after sentencing a 
prisoner against whom there was a long list of convictions, said the case 
suggested that steps should be taken to enable the Government to shut 
up such men, not in -prison, but in some place where men like the 
prisoner would not be able to escape, but should be well treated for 
the rest of their lives. Cases like that made it likely that such a law 
would be passed. 

The committee formed to promote the memorial to the late Lord Russell 
of Killowen met on Tuesday in Lord Morley’s room in the House of Lords, 
Lord Alverstone presiding, and the American Ambassador, Lord Justice 
Mathew, and Mr. Carvill, M.P., being present, Lord Rosebery was 
unavoidably absent. The committee, having at their disposal a greater 
sum than is necessary for the memorial in the Royal Courts of Justice, 
decided to present a bust in marble to the Associated Bar of New York. 


It is understood, says the Times, that the post of Official Referee of 
Private Bills, which has been held by Mr. Alfred Bonham Carter for nearly 
forty years, will not be refilled on that gentleman’s retirement at the end 
of the present month. This will obviate the difficulty of giving effect to 
the recommendation of the Select Committee on Private Business that the 
deputy-chairman should be a salaried official which would probably have 
arisen from a proposal to increase the estimates, for the £1,000 per annum 
now received by Mr. Bonham Carter will, it is expected, be simply trans- 
ferred to Mr. Jeffreys. Henceforward aclerk on the House of Commons 
establishment will be specially told off for the court of locus standi. 


An inquest was, says the St. James’s Gazette, held on the 20th inst., on 
the body of Mr. Percy Johnson Burt, partner in the firm of Messrs. 
Powell & Burt, solicitors, of St. Swithin’s-lane, who was thrown from 
his horse in Hyde Park on Wednesday in last week, and died two hours 
later, without recovering consciousness, in St. George’s Hospital. A 
verdict of ‘Accidental death’? was returned. Mr. Burt left the 
Wellington Club, where he resided during the week, for his usual morning 
ride at eight o’clock. He had decided to try a young horse belonging to 
a friend, and in the Row it bolted. On coming out on the road at Hyde 
Park-corner the animal slipped, and Mr. Burt was thrown on his head and 
fractured the base of his ckall 

The courageous lady who is to seek admission to the bar next month in 
London may, says the St. James's Gazette, take heart from the example of 
her legal sisters in the colonies and other lands. New Zealand has its 
lady lawyer—a young Jewess still in her twenties, the eldest of a working 
family of twelve. Miss Ethel Rebecca Benjamin was, if we mistake not, 
the first lady to practise law in a self-governing colony, and she is allowed 
to plead in the Supreme Court: Miss Benjamin has a legal sister in 
Canada, where Miss Clara Martin has won her lanrels as a fully-qualified 
lawyer, and has been for years one of the partners in a Toronto firm, Miss 
Martin made her reputation in her first case, in which she argued a point 
of commercial law very cleverly, and she has devoted herself chiefly to law 
from the woman’s point of view. 

Judge Lacombe, before whom Mr. Whitaker ee _counsel 
appeared, has, says the St, James's Gazette, lately celebrated his fifty- 
seventh birthday, and has been in law since he was in his teens. He is 
one of New York’s oldest judges, having held office for nearly sixteen 





of the deceased by J, J. Freeman, 23, Abingdon-street, Westminster, 
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years. He is among the first authorities on Constitutional law. He 
uated at Columbia, which has since conferred upon him the degree of 
.D., and on leaving college he entered Columbia Law School, where he 
rose to distinction and took a much valued prize. His legal career began 
in New York, where he has-remained all this life, and after some years of 
private practice he went into the New York Law Department until 1884, 
when he became counsel to the corporation. It was but another step to 
the bench, and after three years as counsel to the corporation, Mr. Lacombe 
attained the summit of his ambition at forty years of age. 


Messrs. J. E. Evans Jackson & Co., writing to the Times, say: ‘‘ We 
have received information of important changes in the United States 
patent law. The Senate on the 3rd inst. passed a Bill, No. 17,085, to 
give effect tothe provisions of the International Convention, the Bill having 
previously passed the House of Representatives. The Bill was signed by 
the President on the 4th inst., and now has the force of law. The Bill 
provides for giving priority to applications filed under the International 
Convention and also provides, in respect to applications filed otherwise 
than under the Convention, that they shall not be refused by reason of the 
invention being previously patented abroad, unless the application for the 
foreign patent was filed more than twelve months before the application in 
this country. The fourth section of the Bill extends the right of filing 
caveats to foreigners, so that, as the law now stands, any person, whether a 
citizen of the United States or foreigner, may file a caveat. The second 
section of the Bill amends section 4,892 of Revised Statutes to the extent 
that oath may now be taken before any notary public, judge, or magistrate 
having official seal and authorized to administer oaths in the foreign 
country in which the applicant may be. This section of the Bill, however, 
requires that in case of oath taken before a foreign notary, judge, or magis- 
trate, must be legalized. The third section of the Bill amends section 
4,896 of Revised Statutes, so that a foreign appointed executor may apply 
for patent in this country, githout being required to take out ancillary 
letters of administration in this country.” 


At the sitting of the House of Commons Standing Committee on Law, 
last week, on the operative clause (3), Mr. S. Roberts moved to substitute 
£500 for £100, a proposal which he said had the support of many chambers 
of commerce. Sir A. Rollit said that personally he was in favour of the 
extension. But in favour of the limit of £100 there was the precedent set 
by Parliament in fixing that sum in reference to cases that, eutered in the 
High Court, could be transferred to the county court. To raise the limit 
to £500 would involve considerable alteration in the machinery of the 
courts and excite opposition that would endanger the further progress of 
the Bill, and he therefore hoped the amendment would not be pressed. 
Other members also advised its withdrawal. The Attorney-General 
admitted the existence of anomalies, but objected that the amendment 
would work a complete revolution in the legal system, and the present 
was not the occasion for undertaking such an heroic enterprize. His 
impression was that the change proposed in the Bill would have in some 
districts a far-reaching effect on ithe work of the county court judges and 
that in London the courts would be flooded with business. It was evident 
that the passing of the Bill in its present form would necessitate a 

ment of circuits and an increase in the number of judges. This 
involved serious consideration in reference to the Bill in its present form, 
and, possibly, there would be a demand for increase of salaries. Mr. 
Coghill suggested that there might be a corresponding reduction of the 
judges of the High Court. The Attorney-General said this remark only 
shewed how big were the questions the Bill raised, and he did not think 
that county courts could be dealt with unless they were considered as 
part of the whole legal system. Sir H. Fowler said that personally he 
would like to see an enactment providing that there should be no limit to 
the litigation that could be entered upon in county courts with right of 

z to the superior court, but as a matter of Parliamentary tactics 
he advised that the £100 limit should be adhered to. Mr. 8. Roberts, 
satisfied with the support he had received, withdrew his amendment, and 
the clause was agresd to. Mr. Jacoby moved an adjournment in order 
that the Attorney-General might consider and propose amendments to 
meet the difficulties he had referred to. The Attorney-General could not 
promise to prepare amendments ; to do so would be for the Government 
to adopt the Hill. It was the duty of the members who brought in the 
Bill to present it in a workable shape. This Bill would require careful 
consideration, and he did pot desire to refuse any assistance he could lend 
to the deliberations of the committee. The committee adjourned for 














a week. 
s 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Bors ow ERecieresne ts Atrexparce ox 
Kuceoescr Arrean Covert Mr. Jusicn Mr. Justice 

Date. Koa No. 2. Keeewion Brest, 
Miustaz, Mark ........7) Ur. The Mr. Pasbertom Mr. W. Seach Mr, Parmer 
yn ee, W. lah Jackum Theol King 
Weinediay, Apri... i Church Vemberym W. Leach Varmer 
| (rremwel Sarum Theed King 
Vrihey - a | King Veanlertum W. Lach Varwet 

covoscoossoreccees & Varuet Satkvoem Thee King 

Mr. Justia Mr. Justice Mr. Justin Mr. Justice 

brats Vaewrs Becucer Sven Kwisvens Kavy, 
Meatay, Matte ........ 0) Ur. Cartingum Mr, GAhrez Mr. GreewAl = Mr. Jackom 
Le | hea) Kt. leach Church Venberum 
W Aneta, Ayr’... 1 Carring(um Co Mrey Creswell Ivenl 

scctapreccoreseces 2 Veal K. track Ohurch Carringtm 
| IT | Cartingy ms OA rey (rremwAl it, Leach 
re | ke! Kb. leach Ohurch OAlry 


a 


The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


March 30.—Messts. H. E. Foster & Crayrierp, at Putney, at 12 :—Modern Furnitun, 
Paintings, Engravings, &c. Solicitors, Messrs. Danby, Brooks, & Co., London, (gj 
advertisements, this week, back page). 

March 31.—Messrs. Montacu Hotmes & Sows, at the Mart, at 2, in Several Lots :— 
hold Ground-rents : £440 18s. per annum secured by Three Shops and 59 Private Houses, 
with valuable Reversions to Rack-rents, moderately estimated at £2,300 a year, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Badham & Comins, Messrs. T. Richards & Co., and Messrs. Russell, 
Russell, Son, & Cumming, London. (See advertisement, March 14, p. 5.) 

April 1.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrikip, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Premises g 
Bethnal Green ; let at £350 per annum. Solicitor, Walter B. Styer, London.—Bight 
Dwellings at Kilburn, of the estimated value of £670 per annum, with long leases, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, London.—Leasehold Residence at 
Pimlico, producing £55 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntington & Leaf, London, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page). 

April 2.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CranrFiexp, at the Mart, at 2 :— 

REVERSIONS: 

To Two One-sixths of a Trust Fund in Consols, &c., value £6,440; gentleman age] 
67. Solicitors, Messrs. Clarke & Calkin, London. 

To Freehold Cottage at Walsall Wood, Staffs; lady aged 56. Solicitor, W. Vant; 
Esq., London. 

To One-ninth of a Trust Fund of £17,683 in Corporation Stocks, &c. ; lady aged 73, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Hallett, Creery, Welldon, & Creery, Ashford. 

To One-sixth of Freeholds at Dover, value £7,000; lady aged 68. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Kisch, Wake, & Wild, London. 

To One-fourth of Trust Funds, value £4,817 in Consols and Railway Stocks ; lady 
aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs. Burchell, London. 

BOOK DEBTS of Messrs. A. Dix & Co., amounting to £6,500. 
Rorke & Jackson, Nottingham. 

POLICIES for £2,250, £1,200, and £700. Solicitors, Messrs. Burgess, Cosens, & Co,, 
London. 

SHARES in the General Life Assurance Company and Mogul Steamship Company, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Tarry, Sherlock, & King, and Messrs. Foss, Ledsam, & 
Blount, London. 

See advertisements, this week, back page. 


Result of Sale. 


Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarer sold, at the Mart, on Tuesday, 
24th inst., City Freehold, being Nos. 98, 100, 102, and 104, Cannon-street, for £40,000; 
Leasehold Properties in Gower-street and Marylebone for £5,990; Leasehold Builder's 
Offices, &c., in Ridgmount-street, for £1,200, 


Solicitors, Messrs, 





. . 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 

Ctry or Grovcester Tramway Co, Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or before April ®, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, te 
Samuel White, Clare st house, Clare st, Bristol. Stanley & Co, Bristol, solors for 
liquidator 

Great Laxey Mixixe Co, Lunrtep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are recjuired, on or before 
April 25th, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, 
to Thomas Miller, chmbrs, Douglas, Isle of Man. Greenip & Co, George st, 
Mansion house, solors for liquidator 

Howitt & Bearpa.y, Limrep (in Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, of 
or before May 2, to send their names and addreses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frank Leman, 1, St Peter's Church walk, Nottingham 

Lospow anxp Sourn Counties Press, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 16, 
directed to be heard March 31. Court, 69, Aldersgate st, solor for petner. Notice 
of sapuasing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
March 30 


Mapvame Deas; Limtep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before April 21, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Henry Carter, 1, Queen st, Cheapside. Chapman, Clifford’s inn, solor 

Mica Masvuractvrixe Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 18, directed 
to be heard March 31. Osmond, 54, Chancery lane. Notice of appearing must reaclt 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 30 

Preorestast Liresature Co, Limirep -Petn for winding up, presented March 17, 
directed to be heard March 21. Flux & Co, 144, Leadenhall st, for Slater & Co, Darlaston, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of March 30 

T. & RB. Nicno..4, Linirev—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard March 17, was 
aAjourned to March 41. Glover, 60), Castle st, 1 Bane 01, solors for petners. Notice of 
a) + must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

reh W#) 

Wansixorox axp Distrust Evecraic Licur axp Power Co, Linirep --Petn for windin 

up, presented March 16, directed to be heard at Warrington, April 2. Booth, 40, Sow 
ing st, hester, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above~ 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aprit t 


County Pacatine ov LANcasren. 
Limrev in Cuanceny,. 


Commexcia, Devecorment Conronatiox, Linirrev.—Petn for voluntary wioding up and 
for the appointment of an additional liquidator, presented March 18, directed to be hear 
at the Assize Courts, Manchester, on March 40, Simpson & Co, 1, Water st, Liverpool, 
wolors for petners, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than two 
o'clock in the afternoon of March 2 


London Gazette. 
JOINT 


Turspay, March 24. 
BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitsy is Cuanceny. 


Buitaxwia Breau Fiauine Co, Linireo—Creditors are required, on or before May 1,4 
mend their names and addreases, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Johan Downs, Bank chmbrs, Kingston upon Hull, Jackson & Co, Hull, solorms for 
liquidator 
Monass & Bows, Lamirun, Hay (x Vorunrany Liquivation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 25, to send thelr names and adéremen, and the particulars of the 
debts or claims, to C, A. Carter, 76, Elgin xt, Hereford, Matthews, solor for liquidator 
Banvns. Banen, Linvrev— Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their 
nares and addresen, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H, J, Thornton, 110, 
FAmund wt, Birmingham 
Bourn Baieios Lavoate Cin Co, Lanvrep— Creditors are required, on or before April 2 , 
to wend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their dobts or claims, to Joba 
won, VAinvurgh bldgs, Bouth Bhields, Tindle, Bouth Shields, wlor for liquidator 


- 


_¥. Toowen & Co, Lanvrev— Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send their 
names and widremen, and particular of their Nobte or claims, to Mr, Gore White, 4, 
OM Jewry dunaing 
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‘ County Paatine or LANCASTER, 


Limirep in CHANCERY, 


Drawixe Rot Co, Lugrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 19, directed 
Mersttic tnd at, St. George's Hall, Liverpool, April 6 at 10.90. Innes, 10, Norfolk st, 
Manchester, solor for petner. Notice of a) must reach the above-named not 
Jater than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of April 4 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cam. 
London Gazette-—Tvurspay, March 10, 


snore, The Hon, Lixcouy Epwry, Stirling st, Knightsbridge April 15 Stil] v Stan- 
hope, Buckley, J Fladgate & Co, Craig's ct, Charing Cross 


London Gazette,—Tvurespay, March 17, 


gus, ToomAs Patwer, Purton, Wilts May1 Looker vy Ockwell, Joyce, J Rose, High 
st, Swindon, Wilts 

(gantey, Saran, 11, The Terrace, Kennington park April 22 Stratton v Taylor, Farwell 
and Swinfen Eady, JJ Smyth, Aldersgate st 

ustos, Tuomas James, 124, Southville, Wandsworth rd, Joinery Manufacturer April 21 
Nutmgn & Son v Clinton, Kekewich and Joyce, JJ Nicholls, Lincoln inn fields 

Wane, Harry, Wareleigh, nr Gwelo, Rhodesia, Africa April 23 Ware v Chantrey, 
Swinfen Eady, J Beyfus, Lincoln inn fields 

London Gazeite,—Fripay, March 20. 

Grorcz, Gitt, Warwick In, London April 25 Slater vy The Trustees, Executors, and 
Securities Insurance Corporation Limited, Kekewich and Joyce, JJ May, Austin 
Friars 

London Gazette.—Tvrspay, March 24. 

awous, Heyry, Newcastle upon Tyne, Merchant April 21 Gibson v Fawcus, Byrne and 

Buckley, JJ Fawcus, Essex st, Strand 


Juz, Grorcr, Hay Fields, nr Doncaster, Farmer April 15 Sanderson y Isle, Farwell, J 
Atkinson, Priory pl, Doncaster 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Bay or Ciaim. 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 3, 
Basxerr, MicuArn, Teignmouth rd, Brondesbury March3l Emanuel & Simmonds, 
Finsbury circus 
Cucorr, Ayna Jane Berxexry, Cheltenham April15 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Cuzy, James, Kingston upon Hull, Stationer May 15 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull 
Qusivcnam, Emma, Merton rd, Kensington April7 Bird, Kensington High st 
Ovar, Jony, Bradford April6 Watson & Co, Bradford 
Davee, Antuur Hixx, Datchet April 4 Lovegrove & Durant, Windsor 
Feaasiey, Jane Exvizasetn, Lightcliffe, Yorks March 21 Clarkson & Backley, Halifax 
Posts, Tuomas Cowron, Edinburgh May15 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull 
Gaxyer, Tuomas, Old Hill, Staffs March 24 Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffs 
Hatracner, Grorae, Lyndhurst, Southampton, Coach Builder April 13 Paris & Co, 
Southampton 
Haszisox, Mary, Pendleton, Lancs April 15 Eaton, Manchester 
Haavey, Lieut Col Grorax Suerrarp, Sandhurst, Berks April 13 Church & Co, Bed- 
ford row 
Hayoartu, Rev Henry Wittram, Wimbledon April15 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Hears, Rosenr, St George’s pl, Hyde Park Corner, Hat Mauufacturer April 10 Fraser 
& Christian, Finsbury cires 
Hewsox, Frepenicx, Williamstone, nr Slaggyford, Northumberland April 10 Dees & 
Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Heawsorrom, Samver Wasse, Liverpool, Colliory Proprietor March 81 Walker, 
Li ver poc rl 
Hovsrweit, Francis Tycno Vixcent, Kingston on Thames, Musician March 28 
Southgate & Rawson, Ironmonger In, Cheapside 
Jason, Annie, Burton st, Berkeley sq April 10 Dees & Thompson, Neweastle upon 
Tyne 
drs, Joux, Glanduar, Llanbyther, Carmarthen, Innkeeper April 3 Lloyd & Son, 
Lampeter 
Kar, Jouy Cusnirre, Canterbury April 11 Mead & Co, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
losoway, Lavra, Southampton April 24 Gillson, Lyndhurst 
Masa, Susan Exiza, Peckham April 8 Sydney, Renfrew rd, Lambeth 
Mansy, Guonae Scorr, Finsbury pk April 7 Smith & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Mazanv, Isapenna Kersxann 4, Ilfracombe March $1 Graham & Graham, Towey, 
Cornwall 
BY, Axruvun, Kegworth, Leicester, Painter March 31 Rothern & Sons, Nottingham 
me, Francis Joux, Harrogate April 6 Dees & Thompson, Neweastle upon Tyne 
8, Canotine Hayes, Plymouth April 6 Wookes, Plymouth 
Gets, Ax, St Leonards on Sea March 81 Neve, St Leonards on Sea 
t, Gronak Wiaurwick, Bayswater, Civil Engineer April 10 Dees & Thompson, 
Noweastlo upon Tyno 
% Hanrvon Ownn, Neweaatle upon Tyne, Engineer April 10 Dees & Thompson, 
Newoastlo upon Tyne 
»Joun Tuomas, Gosforth, Northumberland April 20 Dees & Thompson, Noweastle 
Upon Tyno 
» Henny, Gaywood, Norfolk, Innkeeper March 16 Wand, King's Lynn 





Rogers, Witu1am, Tranmere, Chester, Licensed Victualler April 1 Thompson & Co, 
Birkenhead 

Scort, Harry, Chesham, Bucks Aprilli Francis & How, Chesham, Bucks 

Suerratt, Epwarp, Chorlton upon Medlock, Wheelwright April 14 Marriott & Co, 
Manchester 

Surra, Freperick Hewxry, Bath April 30 Pridham, Plymouth 

Surry, Louisa Frayces, Baleombe st, Dorset sq April 6 Baxter & Co, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

SrepHensoy, Susanna, Lympsham, Somerset April4 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

Sucrve, Margaret, Westbourne pk April 15 Kynaston, Queen st, Cheapside 

TaTTERsaLt, Rey Wii.1am, Bishopsbourne, nr Canterbury April 24 Allen & Son, 
Carlisle st, Soho sq 

TEALez, Jonn Epwix, Shadwell, Yorks March 21 Milner, Leeds 

Vauauan, Tuomas, Cefn Coed, Brecon March 21 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

Vaveuay, Water, Kirby Muxloe, Leicester March 20 Whiteman, Nuneaton 

Vow Pacenxoprr, ALEXANDER CoysTANTINovicH, Victoria st, Westminster April 10 
Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 

Warp, Georaina Katuertne Petronitia, East Molesey March 17 H & C Collins, 

Reading 

Warp, Janez Hawitron Jura, East Molesey March 17 H & C Collins, Reading 

Warts, Epwarp, Dunball, Somerset, Farmer Aprill Stirling & Ker, Bridgwater 

WeicuTuay, Wittiam Agcusoup, Seaton, nr Sunderland, Farmer April 14 Storey, 
Sunderland 

Wenrtuermer, Epwarp, Hyde Park st, Hyde Park March 26 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, 
Throgmorton st 

Witutams, Micnars, Henry, Pencalenick,nr Truro April7 Tyacke, Helston, Cornwall 

Wisox, Joun, St Helen’s, Fruiterer March 18 Barrow & Cook, St Helen's , 

Woop, Rozert, Norwich April6 Emerson, Norwich 

Worrtarsatoy, Jonx, Tideswell, Derby April7 Taylor, Buxton 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6. 
Anmitace, Racuer, Teddington April10 Young, Sherborne In, King William st 


Astoy, Georcz Epwarp, Christiana, Norway April 21 Hicks & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Beare, Epwix, Barnsbury, Commercial Traveller April 13 Giddims, St John’s pk, 
Blackheath 


Berrincroy, Francis, Bloomsbury April15 Atkinson & Dresser, Finsbury sq 

Biscuorr, Louisa, Canterbury March 25 Mercer, Canterbury 

Bioor, Mary, Macclesfield April 18 Pattinson & Smale, Macclesfield 

Boorn, Cuartes, Morecambe April 30 Grisdall, Huddersfield 

Bowpen, Rev Grorce, Banwell, Somerset April 28 Hunt & Co, Bristol 

Burys, Jonx Hesry, Canonbury, Ship's Captain April7 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 

Carr, W1Lt1aAmM Tuomas, Huddersfield, Gunsmith April 6 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

Curisty, Epmunp, Painswick, Glos April 15 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

Crark, Geratp Cuevevey, Ealing April 6 Edgar & Co, Old Broad st 

Corrritt, Witu1am Ryper, Bolton, Machinist April7 Houghton & Co, Preston 

Cun.irre, Rosrrt, Chancery In, Solicitor June 24 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery In 

Day, Tomas Surra, Ludlow, Salop, Corn Merchant April 11 Weyman & Weyman, 
Ludlow, Salop 

Fvurse, Wiiuram, Brighton April 25 Evershed & Co, Brighton 

Grover, Cuarces, Kilburn April8 Frame & Son, Essex st, Strand 

Gover, WALTER, Moseley, Worcester, Fruit Salesman April 20 Lane £(o, Birmingham 

GorxatL, Josern, Great Eccleston, nr Garstang, Lancs Aprilé Clarke & Son, Preston 

Haves, Mary Ayn, Cambridge gins, North Kensington April15 Collyer-Bristow & Co, 
Bedford row 

Hauurpay, Jous, Hebburn Colliery, Durham, Grocer March 31 Newlands & Newlands, 
Jarrow 

Hitiary, Jous Tuoursoy, Stockton on Tees, Coachbuilder April20 Farmer, Steckten on 
Tees 

Homes, Matiipa, King’s Lynn April 18 Archer & Archer, King’s Lynn, Norfolk 

Honour, Paviina, Maddox st, Regent st April 15 Innes, King’s Bench walk 

Hovnstow, Jouy Weirs, Reading March 30 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Hvyren, Joux, Plumstead April 10 Darnell & Price, Northampton 

Hvrourns, Rev Henny, Teignmouth, Devon April4 Jordan & Son, Teignmouth 

Inonsipe, Evizasern Ayn Cossiey, Blenheim ers, Notting Hill March 31 Broughton 
& Co, Great Marlborough st 

Jerrensox, Roseet, Rothersyke, Cumberland May1 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 

Jenkins, Lewis, Crumlin, Mynyddislwyn, Mon, Farmer April 5 Bdwanis, Newport, 
Mon 

Jouxsoy, Horace Eowarn, Ovington sq, South Kensington April 2 Welman & Sons, 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 

Kivor, Jaye Avy, Marygate, York Aprilé Spink & Brown, York 

Leavury, Cartes, Lee, Kent, Manufacturer's Agent April T Wells & Sons, Paternoster 

row 

Love, Ronert, Chard, Somerset, House Furnisher March 81 Clarke & Lakin 

Lyons, Jutiana, Upper Gloucester pl April 6 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Manwoop, Mancanet Purtaiax, West Kirby, Chester April 6 Shakespeare & Co, 

Liverpool 

Marure, Roser, Worthing April $ Pearce & Rouse, Liverpool st 

Moverr, Saran, Faversham, Kent May 1 Johnson, Faversham 

Moonr, Groner, St James’ sq April 3 Powell, Market Weighton, Bast Yorks 

Owen, Rov Jons Staxtey, Little Raton, Derby May 4 Sale & Son, Derby 

Poor, Exocn, Barnton, nr Northwich, Waterman March 35 Deakin, Northwich 

Prasunen, Catwen Davin, Oantral st, St Lake's, Glass Qatter Lane, Gresham « 

Pansrox, Ronee, Lazonby, Cumberland, Farmer May? Rahkiwin & Oo, Clitheroe 

Ponaren, Carmmaiwe, Devives, Wilts April 3 Jackson & Jackson, Deviees 

Rawsrnorxe, Wiettas, Liverpool, Licensed Vietuallee Apel 16 Bremner & Oo, 

Liverpool 

Rayner, Carian, Aloxandra Park, nr Manchester May 3 Whittington & Oo, Man. 

choator 

Rice, Grongs, Sandown, Tof W April é Bupohell & Oo, Victoria at, Westeninster 














a eh ce a RN eR ae Ae RRL CERN 
- LS A OLLIE LILLE LLL LOL LEE AL LN OL SL LIED TEED ELO. CLEIE ONO L CE TREE, te ter ey 








392 ; 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Ross, Bansara Martruew, College ter, Belsize pk May 9 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 
Sewe t, Rev James Epwarps, DD, Oxford April 6 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Euaxespean, WynpuAm Antuve Bucknatt, Aldershot April 12 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, 


Portsmouth 

Suontey, Exizasetu, Bures St Mary, Suffolk April 25 Walker & Pettitt, Coleman st 

Surru, Axx, St Leonard’s on Sea Aprilll Meadows & Co, Hastings 

Sronz, Hexry, Carmarthen, Poulterer Juneé Lewis & James, Narberth 

Swirt, Cuartes Avstix, Waterloo, Lancs, Book keeper April 7 
Liverpool 

Symons, Axxe Penetore, Weymouth May1 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Tayiorn, Ropent Parker, Streatham Hill March 27 
William st 


Terry, St Grorce Avevstvs, Burnham, Bucks, Brewer April 10 Charsley & Son, 


Beaconsfield, Bucks 
Terry, Axxe, Burnham April10 Charsley & Son, Beaconsfield, Bucks 
Taist, Harriet, Hove, Sussex April6 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Warnes, Exvizasetu, Peckham April3 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn circus 


Wearuensy, Epwarp, Cattistock, Dorset, Publisher April 4 Peachey & Son, Salis- 


bury sq 
Wis, Joax Jagves, Southport April7 Buck & Co, Southport 
Waieut, Sipyey, Whitchurch, Salop April5 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 10. 


Asecasis, Lavinia, Maida Vale April 20 Crump & Son, Leadenhall st 
Barrowmax, James, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Travelling Draper 
Richardson, Manchester 


Bovacuier, Cuaries Joux, Gloucester pl, Portman sq April 5 Dymond & Son, Wel- 


beck st 
Cueisty, Hargiet Carowixe, Chilton, Sudbury, Suffolk 
Coxe, Peter, Devonport April6 Dawry, Plymouth 
Cuxsryenam, Ex, Merton rd, Kensington April7 Bird, Kensington High st 
Dicxie, Frepericx Raxpart, Kilburn Aprilll Oldfield & Co, Walbrook 
Dowpeswett, Joux, Ampthill, Beds, Farmer April10 Tanqueray, Ampthill, Beds 
Fostes, Jaues, Southampton st, Camberwell, Builder 

hill, Camberwell 
Fovuts, Wititax, Barrow in Furness 


April 21 Harris, Tonbridge 


March 24 Hart & Co, Barrow in Furness 


Fuuuicxs, Artuve Tuomas, Chiswick, Architect April 1 Buckwell & Berkeley, Brighton 


Gaz.xe, Mariaxye, Folkestone March 28 Jones & Son, Colchester 

Granau, Dozotuy, Appleby April1 Hewitson, Appleby 

Grzex, Jaues, Westleigh, Lanes April10 Gilroy & Speakman, Lancs 

Guimsuaw, Wiii1au, Adenshaw, Lancs, Commercial Traveller 
under Lyne 

Haggis, Wituiau Evaxs, Upton St Leonard’s,Glos April 25 Clutterbuck, Gloucester 

Hoxiasp, Pareicx, Kingston on Hull, Stevedore March 23 Worthington, Hull 

Kircaixc, Eexest Wituram, Harborne, Baker 


Krtcutse, Wii™, Middleton St George, Durham April16 Stewart, Darlington 
Lort, Jous, Wenham Magna, Suffolk, Farmer April10 Lott, Dorchester ‘ 
Lccxeart, Mar t Stonehouse, Devon March 16 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 
Massriztp, ax, Ealing, Builder May1 Byrne, Surrey st 
Masox, Jou: ey Waterless, Cambridge, Farmer 
bridge 3 
Mistremuas, His Hon Juige Witsiam 
New Broad st 
Metis, Jonaxs Cant G 
Old Jewry chmin 
Mozacas, Mazy As 






April 18 


Francis & Co, Cam- 
Nottingham April 11 Hughes & Mastcrman, 
¥, West Wickham, 


nr Beckenham 


April15 Galsworthy, 





April 15 Carr & Co, Rood In, Fenchurch st 

Poouone, Evizazern, Aprill7 Tucker & Co, Manchester 

Rrure, Tuouss, Calder Abbey, Cumberland April6 Wood & Co, Manchester 

Suonrr, Majorencral Arexaspnxn Youxe, Ha; ket April15 Shortt 

Souzes, Joux, Glastonbury April1 Nixon, Glastembury, Somerset 

Toxuxsex, He Apil7 & 

Wartace, Maxis, Pontypool, Mon April 2 Davies, Ross 

Wuisriez, Aryzeo Wittian Hexar, Tooting, Meat Salesman Aprilll Rayn 
cery In 











¥, Leicester 





son & Son, Leicester 





or, Chan- 


London Gazstte,—P ut , March 13. 
Aprili2 Dyson & Co, Gt Winchester st 


a, West Colville, Cambridge, Clerk April 7 D'Albani & 


Baner, Feascus, Victoria t, Wostminster 

Baexexz, Rev Tzoxss D 
Ellis, Newmarket 

Bereert, Avzausu, Framingham Pigot, Norfolk, Market Garlenez 
Bacon, Norwich 

Barcur.oe, Rev He » Weston miper Mare April 2 Smith & Bons, Weston super Mare 

Bescer, Grosox Hexer, Herne Bay Aprili2 Howard & Shelton, M yorgate 

Boones, Janna, Wohwich April 14 Habershon & Co, Woolwich 

Castria.o, Witssan, Uttoucter, Safle Aprillit Wilkins, Uttoxeter 

Comm, Wissen Low ann, Crathece, nr Vipmouth April 24 Dobell, Plymouth 

Cessisotox, Tuomas, Brentior’ April2) Wright & Co, Lincoln’s inn ficlds 

Dentecs, Lows Jeane Manis, Loom, France 

Keres, Sous, Catch Tyee, Warwick, Greengraer A pruié VWairlax, Banbury 

Uve, Sous Verorucx, Louth, Lica, Drayer June 14 Allisons & Allis ma, Louth 

Gasnett, Varwrnin, Weymosth April is Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Gxeaves, Guten, Losin Atom, Warwick, Gpecade Maker April 4 Glaisyer & Co, 


April 11 Sadd & 


Gere, Levers, Gandelesd, Pawntacker Aptliz J& WI Bobin«n, fondcriand 

Vertes, Ascener Yorn 1%, Bannneranith 1A April # Bargoynes & Greathbach, Oxford ot 

Viercusn, Veewrwcn Bexns Wissen, Putney April 7 Danby & Uo, Cornhill 

Vorren, Wis1s1 6%, LitiGiclA, Vontenan May 1 Lewd & fom, Lichdield 

Wer, Vesomncn Gurion, terA, Vice’ Victualler April 1 Bobinem, Mev0d 

Hawass, Mowiinen, Weiztiom AytilZ Walle & Mallard, iA dowry 

Berwsaw, Wittson Cnruses, Deticnd, W oncmter, Marks Gardener April W Wagstaff, 
betes 


Quinn & Sons, 


Timbrell & Deighton, King 


April 17 


April 11 Ody & Co, Denmark 


April 12 Wilson, Ashton 


April 18 Bennett & Grazebrook, 


April 15 Mastin & Co, King st, Cheageide | 


Krex£, Francis Henry Victor, Bexley Heath, Kent, Mercantile Clerk April 15 Tilleany 
Gracechurch st 

Lampert, Jesse, Croughton, Northampton, Shopkeeper April16 Fairfax, Banbury 

Layp, Lucy Mary, Surbiton Hill April18 Martin & Co, King st, Guildhall 

Leney, Wiitiam, Leytonstone Aprilll Walker & Battiscombe, Basinghall st 

LitcurieLp, Ricuarp Buckey, Kensington sq April 16 Milles & Co, Whitchal] 3, 
Westminster 

McCartien, Arruur, Ambleside, Westmorland, Driver April18 Gatey, Ambleside 

eno = saneees Mantiy, Fallowficld, Manchester April 28 Marriott & Co, Mu. 

Mincurn, James Innes, Parkstone, Dorset April27 Minchin & Co, Laurence Pountneyh 

Monpvay, Lucy Ann, Croydon April14 Habershon & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Mvrpocn, Jounx Gioac, Farringdon rd, Merchant April 16 Guscotte & Fowler, Adelphi 

Murray, Rev Canon Francis Henry, Ciislehurst April 3) Nussey & Fellowes, Gt 
Winchester st 

O’CaALLAGHAN, Ropert Tuomas ALEXANDER, Marylebone 
Norfolk st, Strand . 

Patou, Rey Hupert Morninaton, Charterhouse April 30 W & H J Sheldrake, Staple inn 

Payne, Epwiy, Marchwood, Hants April17 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

PowntsG, JosepHine Louisa, Exeter April 20 Dymond, Exeter 

RopweE.., Epcar Kepinetox, KC, JP, Eastbourne April 23 
man st 

Sayeti, Epwarp, West Green, Tottenham April12 Windsor & Co, Tottenham 

euler ~~ rapes Josern, West Bowling, Bradford April1l Ratcliffe & Durrance, Braj. 
0 


April 20 Russell ¢ (, 


Robinson & Co, Cale. 


Sumpsox, Henry, Bournemouth April 25 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Sracey, Freperick, Sheffield, Bank Manager April18 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Sucu, Joserpn, Davenham, Chester, Farmer March 30 Deakin, Northwich 
Taytor, Wasuincron, Eaton Bishop, Hereford April 21 Humfrys, Hereford 
Teag.e, Levi, Banbury, Oxford, Confectioner April16 Fairfax, Banbury 
Turner, Cuarves James, Cheltenham, Carter April 21 Billings, Cheltenham 
Vacuer, George, Surbiton April 22 A’Barrow, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wesrmorcanp, Lavra, Southport April23 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Wuittixetoy, Henry, Ryde, I of W, Coffee Tavern Keeper April 25 Ratcliffe, Ryde 
Wiis, Carotixe Harriet Tucker, Treviskey, Gwennap, Cornwall April 20 Paige 
& Grylls, Redruth, Cornwall 
Witsox, Wituras Heyry, Kingston on Thames, Licensed Victualler April 30 Nash& 
Co, Queen st 
Witsoy, Frances, Scarborough April23 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
Witson, Jesse, Methley, Yorks, Platelayer April 21 Wigin, Leeds 
Woops, Cartes, Redenhall with Harleston, Norfolk, Chemist April 2 Hazard & Prt 
Harleston, Norfolk 
Lontlon Gazette-—Tusspay, March 17, 
Apresy, Arruvur, Enfield, Clayton le Moors, Lancs, JP May 12 
Asuwoerrtn, Evizasera, Milnrow, Lancs April30 Jackson & Co, 


Leigh, Manchester 
tochdale 


Bartisaitt, Samuver, Egg Buckland, Devon, Contractor March 30 Shelly & Johng 
Plymouth 

Bext, Joux, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler March 31 Hooper & Fairbairn, 
Dudley 

Boysen, Evizaretu Gixcenr, Hastings April 22 Ray, Hastings 

Bowers, Henry Burier, March, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Carpenter March 31 Wise 
March 


Brows, Jase, Rawtenstall, Lancs April 18 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden, Lancs 
Bunton, Mania, Mayfair April18 Hilder, Jermyn st, St James’s 

Cuamsertain, Exizapetu, Canton, Cardiff April 31 Thoms & Francis, Cardiff 
Cuerrixs, Cuarces Bicnanp, JP, Gillingham, Kent April12 Welmun & Sons, Southe 
ampton st, Bloomsbury sq , 

CrarKk, Wiitiam, Woop Green April 16 Collins & Cook, Edgware rd 

Comes, Lovisa, Burwash, Sussex April 27 Aitkens & Andrews, Burwash 

Cooren, Exiza, Southport April30 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 

Coriey, Joux, Chapeltown, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Grocer April16 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Cxozizr, Berranv Rawsoy, Sinclajr rd, Kensington April13 Dimond & Son, Welbeck 
Fiercuzr, Witi1Am, Salford, Engineer April 30 Makinson & Co, Manchester 
Fusxe.t, Atyrep, Lewes May 25 Vinall, Lewes 

Howick, Geoncr, Wandsworth May1 Jones, Wandsworth 

Hesereruwaite, Many Frances, Scarborough April20 Thompson & Co, Hull 

Joxes, Daxter WititaM, Rotherham, Yorks June1 Vaughan, Builth, Brecon 

Joxes, Tuomas Rovaur, East Grinstead May1 May & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 
Kisxcssuny, Waren Buipormas, Billingshurst, Sussex,Merchant April 30 Roche & Co, 
Church et, Old Jewry 

Leveerox, Ectex, Brixton April 25 Collyer & Co, Bedford row 

Moorz, Sanau, Wine Office ct, Flect st, Licensed Victualler April 20 Barlow & Barlow, 
Fenchurch st 

Movrives, Tuouas, Southport April 25 
Newer, Feeoenicx Henevur Lusuixoron, Colchester 
chester 

Nix, Witttau, Rampton, Notts May 1 Marshalls, Kast Retford 

Pourway, Sauan, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts April 20 Lewis, Adelaide pl, London Bridge 
Reavy, Kowann Ronenr, Bombay June 20 Bloxam & Co, Lincoln's inn fleld 

Suirn, Awe Hawwan, Huddersfield April 40 Brook & Co, Muddersficld 

Saurru, Exizauutu Sruscen, Kast Dulwich April 30 Walker & Rowe, Bucklersbury 
Surrn, Geonun Saxvoriny, Leytonstone, Cashier April? Robinson, Birmingham 
Surru, Thomas, sen, Long Faton, Derby, Lace Manufacturér April 2 Whitworth, 
Nottingham 

Brexcen, Anruun Wasrun, Redcliffe gins, South Kensington 
Carey wt, Lincoln's inn 

Pravowsen, Cnauien, Upper Marylebone at April #0 Pike & Oo, Old Burlingt mt 
venue, Mancanur, Westbourne Park April15 Kynaston, Queen at, Cheapside 
Tavis, Antuvn, Upton in, oxox, Warehouwman April 22 Carr & Co, Rood tn, Fer 
church # 

Vexn, Joun, O14 Broad #, Notary Public April 12 Pothevcary & Co, Basinghal 4 


Buck & Co, Southport 


April 30 Goody & Sons, Cole 


April 40 Turnet & o, 





Voavus, Tuonas, Torpoint, Vornwall Aprill Pearce, Deyonport 
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Wan, SETH, Harrogate May1 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

warxixs, PHILuir, Hodgeston, Pembroke, Farmer April 30 Lock & Muncaster, Tenby 
Weus, WiLLiAM, Guildford, JP April25 Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 

Woorre.y, WILLIAM Rosert, Epsom, Jockey April 25 Wilson, Epsom 

Wooo, CuAn.es, Greenwich April9 Howard & Shelton, Greenwich 

Waiciey, THomas, Rochdale, Reed Maker April 30 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 

YoxauL, WILLIAM, Burton on Trent April 28 ‘Taylor & Wheatcroft, Burton on Trent 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 20. 


Apry, Muntet, Folkestone May1 Field & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Barxarp, Epcar Hurroy, Ebley, nr Stroud, Harness Manufacturer May 1 Little & 
Whittingham, Stroud 

fussuam, Joun, Homerton, Lamp Manufacturer April17 Smith, Hoxton 

Barspoor, ANN, Norwood April17 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle 

BoenaM, Harry, Knutsford, Chester, Grocer April 30 Quiggin & Brothers, Liverpool 

Bsuor, Witt1am, Elham, Kent, MRCS, LRCP May2 Hall, Folkestone 

(aaxce, Georce, ;Leinster gdns, Paddington, Barrister April 30 ‘Williams & James, 
Norfolk st 

(uaypuer, Joun, Swindon April20 Withy, Swindon 

Cuapuax, Joun, Bodmin May4 Shaw, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chancery In 

Copman, MartHA, Scarborough April24 Whitfield, Scarborough 

Davis, Eanuy, Westbourne st May 6 Houseman & Co, Princes st, Storey’s gate | 

Fuaay, Rey Josep, Husbands Bosworth, Leicester April 21 Wright & Sons, Leicester 

Fisen, Caruarisa, Eastbourne April 20 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields . 

Fux, Toomas Henry, Earl’s Court, Bank Manager April 24 Miller& Co, Savile row 

Forp#as, Mary, Royston, Cambridge April 20 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 

Geppes, ExizaneTu, Southport April 23 Gamon & Co, Chester 

Guimax, Heyry, Upper Norwood ‘April 12 Withalls & Belton, Bedford row | 

Gant, Witt1Am Brooxe, Hayesfield Park, Bath May2 Chesterman, Bath 

He, Grorce Harry, Southampton April 24 Page & Gulliford, Southampton 

Horwortuy SopniA Magpexina, Bexhill on Sea April 10 Thorowgood & Co, Copthall ci 

Howenery-Moore, MonrAaur Georce Aurrep, Ealing, Civil Engineer April 20 Turrell, 


Austin friars 
James, Ricuarp, Cotgrave, Notts, Victualler April 25 Rorke & Jackson, Nottingham 
Kest, Ropert Groner, Isleworth May1 Senior & Furbank, Richmond 
leriewoop, Witi1AM Lewis, and Mary Lirri.ewoop, Sheffield, Coal Merchants May 23 
Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Norats#, Saran Acyes, Exeter April 28 Tennant & Co, Dewsbury 
Parxer, Rev Taomas Larpmay, Pontefract May1 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 


Watts, Witt1AM Frepericx, Dewsbury, Surgeon May13 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

West, Epwarp Miatx, South Hampstead, Assistant Bank Manager April 23 Jackson, 
Cannon st 

Wnuitworts, Anx, and Mary Exizaszra Warrworts, Stalybridge, Chester April 20 
Whitehead, Stalybridge 

Wizsoy, Saran Ann, Torquay April 27 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Wiison, Saran Jane, Exeter April5 Battishill & Houlditch, Exeter 

Woops, Marcaret, Liverpool May 20 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Yona, George AtLan Davin, Cape Mounted Police, Rhodes Drift, Rhodesia April 20 
Crawley & Co, Arlington st, St James's 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, March 24. 


Attpay, Ricuarp, Warwick, Butcher April 20 Seymour & Co, Birmingham 

Bacow, Tuomas, Mortlake, Surrey April 26 Nowell, Chancery In 

Baker, Grorae, Teignmouth June 21 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 

Baker, Gowry, Oxford, Lodging House Keeper April 23 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

Bexezeta, Prosper Louis, Bristol, Licensed Victualler June1 Brown, Bristol 

Bentau, Mary, Felsted, Essex April17 Holmes, Bocking, Braintree 

Bisnor, Henry, Catford, Chartered Accountant April 30 Redpath & Co, Bush la 

| Cuapix, Kate, Richmond mansions, Earl's Court April 21 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, 
Charing Cross 

Datry, Evizaseru, Preston April 28 Willan, Preston 

Exxis, Saran, Ditton, nr Widnes, Lancs April 23 Rudd, Liverpool 

Fincu, Catrnariya, Eastbourne April 20 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fietcaer, WiLt1AmM Mixes, Western rd, Wood Green, Gas Fitter April 14 Croft & 
Mortimer, Coleman st 

Fow er, Ricuarp, Broughton Farm, nr Aylesbury, Farmer April 24 Horwood & James, 

| Aylesbury 

GesHarpt, Maria Antoxta, Gloucester ter, Regent’s Park April 25 Brooks & Co, 
Doctors’ Commons 

GiLtine, Wacter, Midhurst April 30 Nash & Co, Queen st 

Grimwoop, Rosgrt, Hitcham, Suffolk, Farmer April6 Gudgeons & Co, Stowmarket 

Harrer, Joux, West Didsbury, nr Manchester, Manufacturer's Salesman April 30 
Chapman & Brooks, Manchester 

Hovuipsworts, Watter James, Coltmess, Lanark April 19 Bannatyne & Co, West 
George st, Glasgow 

Hvurcuiss, Georce Mvuecu, St Anne’s on the Sea, Pork Butcher May 1 
Preston . 

Hetcutxsox, Joseru, Halifax April 20 Boocock, Halifax 


W & J Cooper, 





Pascoz, Joseru, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler May 1 Spooner & Godfrey, Plymouth 

Parrixsox, Samuet, Ruskington, Lincs May1 Peake & Co, Sleaford 

Pearson, Lypta, and Mary Ann Prarsoy, Matlock Bath, Derby 
Matlock Bridge 

Peoter, ENocu, Kilburn April 20 Seatle & Morrison, Victoria st, Westminster 

Perxixs, WittiAm, Hartlepool April 30 Sheffield & Co, St Swithin’s In 

Pouarp, Joseri Henry, Ramsgate April 28 O A & K Daniel, Ramsgate 

Poway, Exten EvizApernu, Ebley, Glos May1 Little & Whittingham, Stroud 

Pupay, EumA Many, Ebley, Glos May1 Little & Whittingham, Stroud 

Riprorv, Evizasern, Leicester April 20 McAlpin, Leicester 

Raptry, Frank Peace, Halifax, Licensed Victualler May 1 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Raopzs, Jamzs Otprietp, Widnes May1 FJ & C Poole, Widnes 

Ricuarvs, Susan, Broughton Gifford, Wilts April 21 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Rows, Tuomas, Chacewater, Cornwall, Builder March 31 Bennetts, Truro 

Rusntox, Epwin, Rusholme, Manchester, Shipping Merchant April 25 Hill, Manchester 

Scorr, Rev Wituram, Slebech, Pembroke April 21 Evans & Williams, Haverfordwest 

Ssuwex, Frances, Painswick, Glos May1 Little & Whittingham, Stroud 

Smanrs, Tuomas Bowpier, Malvern Link, Worcester April 22 Harrison & Powell, Ray- 
mond bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Suanerzs, Frances, Leicester April 21 Stretton & Aysom, Leicester 

Sunmptox, ZAccurus, Redditch, Manufacturer April 60 Tunbridge, Redditch 

Sora, WittiAm Herserr, Bath, LSA April 11 Nicholson, Chester 

Starteton, Mary Any, Lowton, Lancs April 25 Wright, Leigh 

Sraruzysox, Hannan, Heysham, Lancs March 27 Thompson & Co, Lancaster 

Sroxuam, Jans, New Romney, Kent, Miller April30 Bannon, New Romney 

Towxsenv, Joux Epwarp, Sheffield April 25 Parker & Brailsford, Sheffield ; 

Teaxka, SoLomoy, Newcastle upon Tyne, Agent May 9 Grunhut, Neweastle upon Tyne 

Warrex, Harrier, St Agnes, Cornwall April 25 Thomas, Camborne 

Wareaway, Isang. Frepeeica, Maida Vale May 14 Philipson & Turnbull, Newcastle 


April 15 Potter, 


Jaco, Frevericx, Lytham Mavl1 W & J Cooper, Preston 

| Jay, Any, Littlehampton April25 Hargrove & Co, Victoria st 

Jounson, Epwarp Artrvr, Rotherham, York April 28 Mumford & Co, Bradford 

Knapman, Crartotre, Plymouth April 30 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 

Lawton, Noaun, Silverdale, Stafford April 25 Cooper & Co, Newcastle 

Lez, Rev Goprrey Boxes, late Warden of Winchester College April 30 Moberly & 
Wharton, Southamptan 

Lomax, Watter Tuomas, Church In, Old Chariton April 23 Sampson, William st, 
Woolwich 

Lovet, Esa, Bognor April 30 Garrett, Gt James st 

McDoxaxp, Jays, Liverpool April30 Wall, Bootle 

Mackay, Witiram Davin, Huntingdon, Supervisor of Inland Revenue May 9 Hunnybun 
& Sons, Hantingdon 


| 
| NewToy, Marcaret, Eckington, Derby May 18 H & A Maxfield, Sheffiell 


Rarrerty, Baran, Liverpool, Wholesale Fruiterer April 23 Rudd, Liverpool 

Rixey, James, Hale, Chester, Wholesale Butter Merchant April 25 Hill, Manchester 

Ronerts, Cuarues, Chiswick April 30 Marsden & Co, Old Cavendish st 

Rosrets, Isaac, Haverfordwest, Merchant April 21 George, Haverfordwest 

Saumarerz, Tuomas, Morpeth mans, Ashley gdns, CB, an Admiral, retired May1 Gedge 
& Co, Gt George st, Westminster 

| Sius, Fravcrs Mayiey Baroero, Hertford st, Mayfair, FRCS May9 Julius & Thomas, 
Finsbury circus 

Srrvens, Henny, South Tottenham, Baker April25 Pedley & Co, Bush n 

Watier, Cuarces Butte, JP, St George's sq, Westminster April 20 

| Dowson, Spring gdns 

Wacwmatey, Janes, Preston, Coal Dealer April 21 Willan, Preston 

Waro.r, James, Bolton April 25 Healy, Bolton 

Woop, Herey, St Leonards on Sea April 19 Gedge & Co, Gt George st 


Hopgoods & 





upon Tyne 





Yours, Tromas, Gt Dunmow, Essex May 1 Wade & Co, Dunmow 











London Gaxette.-Turspay, March 10 
ondon Gaset T . > Brunspvey, Eowarp Eayest, 


Bankruptcy Notic | Dor gh Court Tek Reba Ded 
| ju ret Fe 
an <rup cy OULCES, | Benganee. Sanan Jayn, Batle 
bury Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Reading Pet March 14 Ord March 1 


Crarptaxp, Freprarcx Hexey, Rowrnemouth, Chartered 
Accountant Poole Qri March 16 

Daxerrrintp, Harown W, Catford 
Feb 28 Ord March 17 d 

Dixex, Wire Picoadilly, Tailor High Court Pet 
Mareh 16 Oni March 16 


my hy inn, Solicitors 
vw 
Yorks, Costumier Dews- Greeawkekh Pet 


, Chemist's Assistant, 
4 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. | a 
Ovex, Joun Huauns, Wi ance Agent Wrexh: Buit, A A, Rosebery gdns, Harringay High Court) Dverxaxr, Aueret, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter Poole 
Ree ord Feb re Eh vy ee eam | Bet Feb 98 Ord March 1 Pot March 17 ‘Ord March 17 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. | Canterox, J 8, Aintree, Liverpool, Contmetor Liverpool ee eee - Sta yaaeeness 
Owes, Joux Huangs, Wigan, Insurance Agent Wrexham | « edigh aeedlge ter 1 Evaxa, Sauces, Portmados, Labourer Portmadee Pet 
Aijud Feb 6, 1903 Annul Feb 18, 1903 | CM" Nowoastioon Tyne ‘Det Meh dOnt Mak ee | March aT Grd March 28 


London Gasette, 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Auny, Jous, Lowestoft, Builder Great Yarmouth Pet 
March 17° Ord Maron 17 
Riwar, Tuomas, Rugby, Builder Coventry Pet March 
M Ord March 14 
Bexworrn, Gronae, Whitwick, Builder 
Burton on Tront Pot March 16 | Ord March 16 
Bus, Gronan, Rilaton, Staffa, Licensed Victualler Wolver- 
on Pot March 17 Ond Maroh 17 
Datos, enny, Caerphilly, Glam, Butcher Pontypridd 
Pet March 17° Ord March 17 


High Court Pet Jan3$i 





Consrantins, Hexay Wr 


March 17 Onl March 17 


Tvicoster, 
March 16 


facturers High Court 


Fruipay, March 20, | Coney & Co, Camomile ast, Biaho 


Conninsoyn, Anranam, Windhill, Yorks, Painter Bradford 
Pet March 18 Ond March 18 


CONnsTANTINE, Shettiold, Saw Makers Shefliekd Pet 


Coorrr, Groner Samont, Bury St Bémund's, Suffolk, 
Ironmonger Bury 8t Edmund's 


Davip Conrt & Co, Colonial av, Minories, Gigar Manu« | Hows, Wr 
r Vourt Pet Maroh 2 TL Nt March If Ont March it 


te, Export Merchants 


Finca, Hexay Rowerr, Bast Ham, Jeweller High Court 
Oni March 17 Pet March 


S Oni March 18 
Ganpinea, Anravn, Norwich, Tobaaonist Norwich Pet 
March T Ord March 18 
Haut, Haxay, Willoughby, Warwick Leicester Pot March 
‘Onda it 


Hreay, Saucer, Swansea, Raker Swansea Pt Mare) IS 
Ont Mareh 18 " 
Hiexitx, Hexay Borevver, Riv, Filnts, Hotel Kooper 

Pet Fed oF = Oni March 17 
AM, Swameea, Musician Swanee 


pox, and Francis Aurarp 
a 


Pot Marwh 16 Onl 


HORAK 
Owl 1 
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Hunter, Joun Dansy, Hastings, Theatrical Proprietor 
Canterbury Pet March 17 March 17 

Inaate, Ernest be ye nee Harringay, Grocer Edmonton 
Pet Feb 26 March 16 


Isaacs, Cotman, Serihys Taf Jeweller Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet March 16 Ord Marc 

Lonapon, WILiIAM Semen Doneastor, Cab Proprietor 
Sheffield PetMareh17 Ord Marc 

Lewory, Mle gna Plymouth Pleat Pet March 17 
Ord March 17 

Marspven, Rosert, Chatburn, nr Clitheroe, Lancs, Farmer 
Blackburn Pet March17 Ord March 17 

Masurrer, Leonarp, Millom, Cumberland, Ba Driver 
Whitehaven Pet March17 Ord March 1 

Merrepew, Frevericx, Kingston on a Joinery 
Manufacturer Kingston, Surrey Pet March 17 Ord 
March 17 


Mipp.ierox, Jonn Fa get Leigh, Lancs Bolton Pet 
March 18 Ord March 
Mornrisoy, Josern, Middlesborough, <r ee Middles- 


borough Pet March 14 Ord March 1 
Newat., Ricuarp, Skipton, Yorks, Greengrocer Bradford 
Pet March 16 Ord March 1 
Nicuotson, FrReperick avss, Ki m upon Hull, 
‘arnish Maker Kingston upon Hi Pet March 16 
Ord March 16 


Nourtratu, Sam, Oldham, Joiner Oldham Pet March 16 
Ord March 16 


Osporne, Rosert, East Harling, Norfolk, Coal Dealer 
Norwich Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Pace, Aurrep, Swindon, Fish Dealer Swindon Pet Feb 28 
Ord March 18 

Rapseper, Josepa Witiiam, Merthyr —_ Builder 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet March17 Ord March 

me oy Gt Grimsby, Hatter Gt Grimsby Pet 

Ord March 18 

Sein ol GroraE, Pembroke Dock, Grocer Pembroke 
Dock Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Rei, Anprew, and Davip Rep, Millom, Cumberland, Coal 
Dealers Whitehaven Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Serratree, Grorce, Hothfield Common, Westwell, Kent, 
Grocer Canterbury Pet March 18 Ord March 18 


SincLtarrn, Jonny Witutam, Wootton Baussett, Wilts, 
Li Victualler Swindon Pet March 18 Ord 
March 18 


Sxittzr, Epwarp, South Tottenham High Court Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 

Swirt, Coartes Ausert, and James Hicornsoy, Salford, 

Oil Merchants Salford Pet March 7 Ord March 16 

Swinney, Epwarp, Portsmouth, et Engineer Ports- 
mouth Pet March 14 Ord M March 14 

Watcort, Epmunp YeAmAns, Woburn st, Gt Russell st, 
Pensioner High Court Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Watmsiey, Ayn, and Freprrick Watmsiry, Southport, 
Grocers Liverpool Pet March 2 Ord March 17 

7, Creswect Firzuersert, Templecombe, nr Win- 
canto’ vy Medical Practitioner Yeovil Pet Feb17 Ord 


Whitt, Hexry Warts, Smethwick, _ 
‘West Bromwich Pet March 17 Ord Ma: 
Warre, Samver, and Hyman Wuitz, Tecis, "Chothiers 

Leeis Pet March17 Ord March 17 


| aes 


Wituiassoyx, Jony, —— Tailor Liverpool Pet 
March 18 Ord March 
Winter, Atpert Epw in ee, Butcher Exeter 


et March 18 Ord March 
elms, Bowen P, Bletchley Pembroke Dock Pet 
March 3 Ord March 16 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 3: 


Bort, Freperick em, Cardiff, Confectioner Cardiff 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxixsox, James, Rodley, Leeds, Builder March 31 at 11 

Off , 22, row, Leeds 

—_ —%: Tuomas, Rugby, Builder March 30 at 12 Off 

7, Hertford st, Coventry 

Sine ARTHUR _Epwix, Olney, Bucks, Gas Fitter 
March 28 at 12.30 Off Rec Bridge st, Northampton 

Boory & Bayiirrr, Raymond bid , Gray’ s inn, Solicitors 
March 31 at 12 ew bidgs, Coney st 

Breaps, Seamay, Roundabout Proprietor 
March 30 at 12. 03 7 ) Bailway app, London Bri 

Bui, A 4 ay ‘April 2at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Butier, ee Grecory, Hastin April 7 — 2.30 
County Court Offices, 24, Gambride a. Hastin 
oo — ~~ Toppestield , Senex, Genser Apri 
~ Hotel, Colchester 
on, ALTON, Lolesster, Boot Manufacturer March 30 
at12 Off Rec, i, Berridge st, Leicester 
Cannes, Grorce, Gosforth, Northumberland, Boot Dealer 
March 30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Conen & Co, Camomile st, Bishopsgate, Export Merchants 
March 31 at 11 Bankruptcy bl igs, Care ry st 

Coiz, Wm: pred Whitby, Yorks, Baker ‘Apail lat 3 Off 
Ree, 8, rd, Middlesbrough 

Corrt & 66, ae tey ‘Minories, Cigar Manufacturers April 
latl 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

bnew Evay, Burslem, Furniture Dealer 
30 at12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Dixox, Witrrep, Ficeadilly, Tailor March 30 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, 

East, Grorar, ‘an OS Hunts, Baker March 28 at 2 
George Hotel, Huntingdon 

Evans, ALBERT Tames, Towpect, Mon, Tailor March 28 
at1l Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Evans, Tomas Jonan, Lampeter, Cardigan, Livery 
Stable Keeper March 30 at 12 Black Lion Hotel, 


EDERICK, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler 
30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Praseute, Breen Ricuarp, Notti Common Brewer 


3 at 11 


Davies, 


Fartey, 


11,30 County Court house, St Peter’s gate, 





ectrical Contractor March 30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Chapel st, Preston 
Guimealenan: Joun, Allendale, Northumberland, Farmer 
— 28 at 12’ Of Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
yne . 
GuyTox, James Arraur, Earsham, Norfolk, Farmer 
March 31 at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 
Heap. ‘e ALFRED, Whitby, Yorks, Grocer April 1 at3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Hoare, Hewry, Bedford, Insurance Agent March 28 at 11 
Off Ree, Bridge st, Northam: 
t March 28 at 11 19, 


Hopes, Epwin, Bolton, Plum 
Exchange st, ’ Bolto 

Jones, Harry, ane’s | inn rd, Cycle Agent March 30 at 
2.30 Bankrupte ey bidgs, Carey st 

Kixe & Wikis, Fulham, Builders March 31 at 2.30 


chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
MicHAEL, Isaac nha Cavendish sq April 1 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mostey, Artuur Ricuarp, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
Hosier March 31 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salis- 


bury 

Mvuwston, Mary Any, Boston, General Dealer April 2 at 12 

Off Ree, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Murton, Tuomas, Brighton, Inventor March 30at11 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighten 

Newatt, Ric HARD, Skipton, Greengrocer March 31 at 3 
Of Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

NIcHOLLs, Rosert, Stoke upon Trent, Timber Merchant 
March 30 at 11.30 Of Ree, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

Norrucore, C M Strarrorp, Queen Anne's Gate, West- 
minster March 30at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nvurtraty, Sam, Oldham, Joiner “March 31 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Scuack-Sommer, ADALBERT JuLIus Fritz, Manchester, 
Merchant March 30at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Sarre, Joun Kiwe, Kingston upon Hull, Hairdresser 
March 31 at11 Of Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Swinney, Epwakrp, Portsmouth, Chief Engineer RN 
March 28 at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Tuomas, Witu1aM, Coventry, Woollen Draper March 30 at 
11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Wuitr, Samvet, and Hyman White, Leeds, Clothiers 
March 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Wit.iovensy, Joun Davin, Greenwich, Board School 
Teacher ’March 30 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Bridge 

Wister, Atsert Epwarp, Exmouth, Butcher April 9 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALEXANDER, Lamvg., Edgware rd, Fishmonger High Court 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 16 

Bansvury, Toomas, Rugby, Builder Coventry Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 

Becxwortn, Groree, Whitwick, Leicester, Builder Burton 
on Trent Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Bitts, Grorece, Bilston, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Wolverhampton Pet March17 Ord March 17 


Bisnor, Henry, Caerphilly, Glam, Mason Pontypridd 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Braprorp, Rosert Witiiam, Newton Abbot, Devon 
Exeter Pet March3 Ord March 16 


Breagvey, Saran JANez, Batley, Yorks, Milliner Dewsbury 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Bruyspex, Epwarp Ernest, Reading, "jee s Assistant 
Reading Pet March 14 Ord March 
Butter, Cuarues, Bucklersbury, Builder High Court 
Pet Feb 20 Ord March 16 
Cottinson, ApranuamM, Windhill, Yorks, Painter Bradford 
Pet March18 Ord March 18 
ConsTANTINE, Henry Wetvoy, and Francis A.LFrep 
aap ee Sheffield, Saw Makers Sheffield Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 
Cooper, - hdl Samvet, Bury St Edmunds, i Seamengee 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Mach "6 Ord Ma: 
Davis, Samvet Westezy, Wollaston, Woroaten Butcher 
Stourbridge Pet Oct 37 Ord March 14 
Dickenson, Cecit, Laurence Pountney In, Cannon st, 
Solicitor High’ Court Pet Feb11 Ord March 18 
Dixoy, WILFRED, any, Tailor High Court Pet 
March 16 Ord March 
Eacte, F E B, Liege Ln > Winchester Winchester Pet 
Jan 21 Ord March 
Evpriver, Eustace i Arp, Ipswich, an 
Artist Ipswich Pet March 17 Ord March 1 
Evans, Samvuet, Portmadoc, Labourer Portmadloc Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 
Exuis, WILLIAM, er, Fruit Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet Feb 26 Ord March 
Gray, James, King’s Lynn, “Norfolk, Baker King’s Lynn 
Pet March 3 Ord March 1 
Hatt, Hewry, bf om gf “Warwick Pet 
March 17 Ord rch 1 
Hears, Samvugt, oer ie Swansea Pet March 18 
Ord March 18 
Hors, Grorce Wititam, Swansea, Musician 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Horowitz, Rustx, Hoxton st,{Draper High Court Pet 
Feb 4 Ord March 16 
Hunter, Joun Dansy, Hasti 
Canterbury Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Isaacs, Couman, Merth te, Clothier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet March 16 Ord 
Jones, AnTHUR ARNOLD and tee Bupp, Blackfriars rd, 
Metal ~ a Fitters High Court Pet Feb 28 
Ord Marc’ 
High 


Leicester 


Swansea 


3, Theatrical Proprietor 


Lawson, a see, Victoria st, Westminster 
Court. Pet Jan 26 ‘Ord March 16 


Gitcurist, Gavin Knox, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, 
Eh 


—.., 
Marspen, Rosert, Chatburn, nr Clitheroe, Tankeepe 
- —_— Pet — 17 Loe March 17 
ARTIN, SFREDERICK, Princes Risborough, Coal Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 28 Ord March 18 
McLacuen, Anprew, East India Dock rd, Missionary High 
Court Pet Dec16 Ord March 14 


Whitehaven Pet March 17 Ord March iW 
Mipp.tetox, Joun Tuomas, Leigh, Lancs 
March i8 Ord March 18 
Morgison, Joseru, Middlesbrough 

brough Pet March 14 Ord 
Mostey, Arruur Ricuarp, mes Bournemouth, 

Hosier Poole Pet March7 Ord March 17 
Newatt, Ricuarp, Skipton, Yorks, Greengrocer Bradfon 

Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Nicuoison, Freperick Epmunp, 


Beye conist Middle. 
rch 1 


Kingston upon Ff 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Varnish Maker Kingston upon Hull Pet March 
Ler, RicHarD Banke, Bradford, Fish Selomnen March Ord March 17 

30 at 3 Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradf Norra.t, Sam, Oldham, Joiner Oldham Pet Marh x 
MERTz, ARCHIBALD ‘Conrap, New ~4 Commercial arch 16 

Traveller March 28 at 1130 Off Rec, Westgate | Osporne, Rosert, East Harling, Norfolk, Coal Deale 


Norwich Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
RapnepGe, JosepH Wituram, Merthyr Tydfil, Builie 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet March17 Ord March 17 
Reep, Francis, Gt Grimsby, Hatter Great Grimsby Pe 
March 18 Ord March 18 
Reep, Hearty Grorce, Pembroke Dock, Gone Pem. 
broke Dock Pet March17 Ord March 1 
re, See and Davip Rerp, Millom, Cumberland, 


Dealers Whitehaven "Pet March 14 On 
March 14 
Rotrarry, Avsert, Liversedge, Yorks, Patent Glazier 


Dewsbu Pet Feb5 Ord March 16 

SETTATREE, g Raat Hothfield Common, Westwell, 
Grocer Canterbury Pet March18 Ord March 18 

Sinccair, Jonny WILLIAM, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Licensed 
Victualler Swindon’ Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Sxitrer, Epwarp, South Tottenham High Court Pe 
March 18 Ord March 16 

oe Caartes ALBERT, and James Hicarxson, Salford, 

Merchants Salford Pet March7 Ord March 16 

Wassun Epsuunp Yeamans, Woburn st, Gt Russell ¢ 
High Court Pet March18 Ord March 18 

Ware, Henry Warts, Smethwick, Staffs, Salesman West 
Bromwich Pet March17 Ord March 17 

Waitt, Samvurt, and Hyman Wuire, Leeds, Clothier 
Leeds Pet March17 Ord March 17 

WILiiamson, Jonny, re Tailor Liverpool Pet March 
18 Ord March’! 

Wixter, ALBERT ad ARD, Exmouth, Butcher Exeter Pe 
March 18 Ord March 18 

Worster, Wituiam, Southwold, Hotel Proprietor & 

Yarmouth Pet Feb 20 Ord March 17 

Yeates, Epwarp Arrnur, Abergavenny, 

Tredegar Pet Feb6 Ord March 17 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 10: 


GruNNELL, Tom, New Broad st, Commission Merchant High 
Court Pet July17 Ord Oct 4 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 27 : 


Hatt, Atrrep Tomas, Maidstone, Builder’s Foreman 
Wandsworth Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
AsgrcromBie, GeorcE, Norwood, Beverley, York, Hosler’s 


Assistant Kingston upon Hull Adjud Dec 8, 18% 
Annul March 13, 1903 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atpress, Auds, South Normanton, Harness Maker Derby 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Asamore, Artuur Hatisurton, Henry Lesiiec Asnwore, 
and Henry Beckwitu Asumore, Mincing In, Merchants 
High Court Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Batey, Tuomas, Watford, Grocer St Albans Pet March 
8 March 18 


Cabinet Maker 


Baker, BeEnsamin, jun, Drier, Grocer Dudley Pet 
March 19 Ord March 1 
BarwweEt., RicHarp, Bagint. on, Warwick, Carpenter 


Coventry Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Brew, James Freperick Hurrox, Bayswater Pet Jan6 
Ord Feb 10 

Cannon, AtrreD Harry, West Ealing, Builder Brentford 

Pet Feb18 Ord March 20 f 

CuristTiz, WILLIAM a Staines, Draper Kingston, 

Surrey Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Crank, Witu1am, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet March 
18 Ord March 20 

Coorrr, Simpson, Kingston, Builder Kingston, Surrey 

Pet Jan16 Ord March 20 

Corarave, RicHarp DE Map / Exmouth, Devon Exeter 

Pet March 19 Ord March 1 

Davinson, Joun, Appleby, Hardware Dealer Kendal Pe 

March rd March 

Dicer, Josera oopry Staffs, Licensed Victualler 

Dudley Pet March 20 Ord March 2 

Gissinc, WitL1AM Amos, Gt Grimsby, Picture Framer Gt 

Grimsby Pet March 21 Ord March 21 


Goparp, Nicnoras Wi.uiam Kwicuron, Aldrington, 
Samer, Builder Brighton Pet March 21 On 
Mare 


GreIG, onions Rockurre, Leeds, Cycle Dealer Leeds 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20, 

Harsorp, Wiiuiam, Gt Yarmouth, Dealer Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 


19 Ord March 19 

Hawkins, AurreD, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet March 6 

Ord March 19 

Hockennutt, Ricwarp, AMerley Edge, Cheshire, Carter 
Macclesfield Pet March 21 td March 21 

Homes, Francis Warp, Ha tock, nr a Cab Pro- 

prietor Leeds Pet March 18 Ord March 18 


Hopkins, George WitiiAm, Quorn, Hall Gates, nr cz 
Leicester Leicester Pet Feb 3 Ord March 9 





Sheffield 








laveee, 5 Wii11Am Hoimes, “Doncaster, Cab Proprietor 
f 


Pet March 17 Ord March 17 ; 





stone, 
JouNson, Joux Epwix, Leeds Leeds Pet March 19 Ord 
March 19 


Masuitrer, Leonarp, Millom, Cumberland, Bus Driver } 
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a 
Lusvex, Jou, Alnwick, Northumberland, Blacksmith | Hicxix, Henry Borevyte, Rhyl, Flint, Hotel Keeper April | Goopcattp, Artuur Epwarp, New Broad st, Solicitor 
20 1at 10.30 Crypt chmbrs, Bistgate ro, Chester igh Court Pet Nov1 Ord March 20 


castleon Tyne Pet March 20 Ord March 
= ene 95 A ag Farncombe, Godalming God- 





ALL, 
Waning Pet March 21. Ord March 21 
Nessom, ARTHUR, Levenshulme, nr Manchester Salford | 

Pet Feb18 Ord March 18 | 


Nvs, Georce Witt1Am, Eastbourne, Photographer East- | 
bourne and Lewes Pet March 21 Ord March 21 | 
Ouiver, Tuomas, Chiswick, Furniture Salesman Brentford | 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 | 
Oxtey, Joseru, Elsecar, nr Barnsley, Grocer Barnsley | 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Pespuesory, Epwin, Liscard, Mining Engineer Birkenhead 
Pet Feb 26 Ord March 20 
Resta, Feperico, Shaftesbury av High Court Pet March 
21 Ord March 21 
Saepearp, TC, Poplar, Lighterman High Court Pet Feb | 
% Ord March 19 | 
Siupsos, Joseru, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Grocer Leicester | 
Pet March 21 Ord March 21 | 
Surrn, Jous ALEXANDER, Sturry, Kent, Draper Canterbury | 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 } 
Srayrox, TaomAs Heyry, Yardley, Worcester, Boot Dealer | 
Birmingham Pet March19 Ord March 19 
Srvetey, Georce Artaur, Croydon, Cabinet Maker 
Croydon Pet March 17 Ord March 17 | 
Tuouas, Witttam, Lilanelly, Butcher Carmarthen Pet | 
March 20 Ord March 20 
Tucker, Dixon, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet March 
17 Ord March 20 } 
Tweppe, Tou, Carlisle, Iankeeper Carlisle Pet March 19 
Ord March 19 


Warp, Rosert, Clapton, Bricklayer High Court Pet 
March 20 Ord March 20 
West, Penneratuer, Maida Vale, Manufacturer High 


Court Pet March 3 Ord March 19 

Westoy, Anruur WILLIAM, Wednesbury, Grocer’s Assistant | 
Walsall Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Wixes, Sternen, Dudley, Insurance Agent Dudley 
Pet March19 Ord March 19 

Witsox, RowLanp, Arkholme, Lancs, Grocer Kendal . Pet 
March 21 Ord March 21 

Yeowans, Anrnur Harry, Huntingdon, House Furnisher 
Peterborough Pet Feb7 Pet March 20 
Am2nted notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of March 17: 

Witxinsos, Lioyet, Birmingham, China Merchant | 

Birmingham Pet Feb 26 Ord March 12 | 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Atpripgz, Frank Ervest, Reading, Baker 
Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

Asuviore, Antuur Havisurton, Hexry Lesiie Asumore, 
and Henry Beckwith Asumore, Mincing In, 
Merchants April2at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Barser, Joseph Heney, Faversham, Gunsmith April 2 at 
9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Barywe tt, Ricuarp, Baginton, Warwick, Carpenter April 
lat 11.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry | 

Bitts, Grorce, Bilston, Stafford, Licensed Victualler April | 
3 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Bagartey, Sarau Jane, Batley, Yorks, Milliner April 1 | 
at11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury | 

Bauyspen, Eowarp Ernest, Reading, Chemist’s Assistant | 
April 2 at 12.30 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

Caarman, Cuoartes Rurrin, Canterbury, Farmer April 2 | 
at12 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Crark, Witiiam, Liverpool, Baker Aprillat 2 Off Ree, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cockritt, WILLIAM GREENWOOD, Blackpool, Painter April 
8at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Couinson, AprauAm, Windhill, Yorks, Painter April 1 at 
3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Coopzr, George Samvet, Bury St Edmunds, Ironmonger 
April9at10 Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 

Cooper, Simpson, Kingston on Thames, Builder April 3 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Durrant, ALBERT, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter April 1 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Expripcz, Evstack Brrnarpv, Ipswich, Photographic 
=, a 31 at 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 

pswic! 

Fieup, Henry Rosert, East Ham, Jeweller April 6 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gitcurist, Joun Hitprep, Howden, York, Publican April 
1 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull | 

Haut, Henry, Willoughby, Warwick April 1 at 3 Off | 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester } 


April 2 at 12 





Hituar, Epwarp Heyry, m on Sea, Kent, 
i Victualler April 2 at 9.15 Off Rec, 68, 
Castle st, Canterbury 


Homes, Francis Warp, Horsforth, Leeds, Cab Pro- | 


prietor April 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hooper, Tuomas, Walsall, Grocer April 1 at 11 Off Ree, 
Wolverhampton 


} 
Hopxrss, Georce Wit.1AM, Quorn, Leicester April 1 at 12 
icester 


Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leices 

Hompareyrs, Ricwarp, Treorchy, Glam, Collier April 3 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr ! - 

Hunter, Jonny Dansy, , Theatrical Proprietor 

April 2 at 12.30 Off Ree, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Jounson, Joun Epwin, Leeds April 1 at 11 Off Rec, 22 
Park row, Leeds 

Kine, George Wituiam, King’s Heath, Worcester, Boot 
Maker April2at11 174, Corporation st, Birming! 

Lusurn, Joux, Alnwick, Blacksmith 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Luioyp, Georcr Henry, i 
12 135, High st, Merthyr 

NGDON, 1LL1AM Hoimes, Doncaster, Cab Proprietor 

April 1 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Mippietox, Joun Tuomas, Leigh,Lanes Aprillatii 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Miraam, GeorGE Brooks, Thornley, Durham, Innkeeper 
Aprillat3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Morrison, Josep, Middlesbrough, Tobacconist April 3 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Orman, Estuer, Cross Keys, Mon, Clothier April 1 at 11 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Osporne, Ropert, East Harling, Norfolk, Coal Dealer 
April 4 at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 

Reep, Heptey Georor, Pembroke Dock, Grocer April 3 
at 12.30 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dozk 


April 23 at 10.30 Courthouse, King’s Lynn 

Scuroreper, Henry SHULDHAM, Brighton April 1 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Scorr, Cuartes, Wolverhampton, Grocer April 3 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

SHeEpparp, T C, Poplar, Lighteruen, April 3at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sxirrer, Epwarp, 8 Tottenham April 2 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Srespinas, Henry Hersert, Lowestoft, Painter April 4 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Tuomas, Wittram, Lanelly, Butcher April 1 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


Tucker, Dixon, Wavertree, i ey Baker April 1 at3 James, Tuomas Arravr, Catford, 
March 


Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, ee 


Wa corr, Epmuxp Yeamans, Woburn st, Great Russell st 


April 2 at 12 
Warp, Rosert, Clapton, 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Warers, Gzorce ALEXANDER, Dover, Builder’s Merchant 
April 2 at9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
West, Penneratuer, Maida Vale, Mauufacturer April 1 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wiuiams, Epwarp, Pontyewmmer, Glam, Collier April 2 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autpress, Amos, South Normanton, Harness Maker Derby 
‘ Pet March 19 God Mans 19 RON He 
ARNWELL, ICHARD, inton ‘arwic rpenter 

Coventry Pet March 19 Ord March 19 ” 

Ciark, Wix.1AM, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet March 

quinn oo Kim Thames, Builder Kings’ 
PER, Sumpson, Kingston on es, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Jan16 Ord March 18 

Corearave, Ricuarp pE Matpas, Exmouth Exeter Pet 
March 19 Ord March 19 

Davipsoy, Jony, Appleby, Westmorland, Hardware Dealer 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bricklayer April 6 at 12 Bank- 


Kendal Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Diteer, Josern Tuomas, Sedgley, Stafford, Licensed 
Victualler Dudley Pet March 20 Ord March 20 


Evans, Tuomas Jovan, Lampeter, Cardigan, Livery Stable 
Keeper Carmarthen Pet March13 Ord March 21 
Gitcurist, Gavin Kwyox, St Anne’s on Sea, Electrical 

Contractor Preston Pet Jan8 Ord March 20 
Gissine, Witi1amM Amos, Gt Grimsby, Picture Framer Gt 
Grimsby Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
GLenweicut, Joun Wituam, Allendale Town, Northum- 
berland, Carri Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
March 2 Ord reh 18 


"| Layron, Freperick Ernest, Windsor, Solicitor East- 


ingham  Litsurn, Jouyx, Alnwick, Blacksmith Newcastle on e 
April 2 at 11.30 | March oe 


Mountain Ash, Painter April lat | 


| Rovantoy, Rosert, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Builder | 










ENRY Rosert, Osborne ter, Clapham High Court . 
Pet Jan7 Ord March 20 

Greig, Wituram Rockurre, Leeds, Cycle Dealer Leeds 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Grove, Francis Hamiton, South Audley st High Court 
Pet Dec 9 Ord March 20 


. Satin, Carter 


Gray, 


























































Hockennutt, Ricnarp, Alder! 
Macclesfield Pet March 21 Ord 


Hotes, Francis Warp, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Cab Pro- 
rietor Pet March 18 Ord 18 
ouNsoN, Jonn Epwin, Leeds Leeds Pet hi9 Ord 


March 19 

Kine, Grorce WItt1am, Sy te Worcester, Boot 
Maker Birmingham Pet 7 Ord March 21 
bourne Pet Feb 20 


conan Cc Fig - Scpatoest ‘ell, Chiles, Cool 
ILWALX, CHARLES mw » . it 
Draper High Court’ Pet Jan 22 Ord March 16 
Otiver, Tuomas, Chiswick, Furniture Salesman Brentford 
0 = J Ie sonnet Barns G Barnsley 
XLEY, JOSEPH, nr ley, Grocer 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Pace, Atrrep, Swindon, Haulier Swindon Pet Feb 28 
Ord March 20 


Scorpart, Grroramo, Whitfield st, Tottenham Court rd, 
Cook High Court PetFeb 25 Ord March 21 

Simpson, Joszrn, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Smrrn, ALBert Epwarp, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
Feb 18 Ord March 18 

Suita, Joun ALEXANDER, Surrey, Kent, Draper Canterbury 
Pet March Ord March 19 


Srvetey, Gzorcr Artuur, Croydon, Cabinet Maker Croy- 
don Pet March 17 March 17 , 

Tuomas, Wituam, Lianelly, Butcher Carmarthen Pet 
March 20 Ord March 20 

Tr Tom, Carlisle, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet March 
19 19 

Warp, Rosert, Clapton, Bricklayer High Court Pet 
March 20 March 20 


Wixes, Stepney, Dudley, Insurance Agent Dudley Pet 
March 19 Ord March 19 
Witsox, Rotanp, Arkholme, Lancs, Grocer Kendal Pet 
March 21 Ord March 21 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 10 : 
Livery Stable Keeper 
Croydon Pet Jan 22 Ord 4 
Amended notice substituted for that pane in the 
A London Gazette of March 17: 
WIikrxsox, Lionet, Birmingham, China Merchant Bir 
mingham Pet Feb 26 Ord March 13 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Burivett, Taomas Witu1am, Scarborough, Fancy Goods~ 
ealer Scarborough Adjud Noy 1, 1892 Annul 
March 17, 1903 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxnicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soricrrors’ JouRNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 53s., 
post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrcrrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 28s. 6d. ; 
Foreign, 31s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in 
Wrapper, 26s. 6d.; Country or Foreign, 
28s. 6d. 

Volumes bound at the Ofice—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


35, CORNHILI LONDON, F-C- 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. 

WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 

WALTER MURRAY GUTHRIE, Esq., M.P. 
Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT. 


DIRECTORS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
SIGISMUND FERDINAND MENDL, Esq. 
Sub-Manager: PHILIP HARILD WADE. 





on. 


anted upon Negotiable Securities. 
otice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY. 


Auditors; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Esq. (Messrs. Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION OF LONDON AND SMITH’S BANK, LIMITED. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short 
er Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed u 
Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected, All 


Communications on this subject to be addressed to the Manager. 









Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
CHARLES DAVID SELIGMAN, Esq. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


‘March 28, r19¢ 








AW.—Solicitor (23), with old-established 
North “ Bay cers firm, Desires Clerkship in Office of 
General Pract ‘00d C = eyancer, with all-round General 
Experience ; poh lent. references.—A. G. D., Nunwood, 
Apperley, Bradford. 


AW.—Solicitor (23; admitted), Articled 
leading Provincial Firm, Wants © lerkship in good 
office of General Practice with view to further experience ; 
salary by arrangement.—C. Dennis, George-street, Alderley 
Edge. ; 
fw. SOLICITORS »-ONLY. — Clerk, with 
re time, would undertake Preparation of Drafts, 
Abatzota, Wills, Probate and Death Duty Accounts, &c. ; 


strictly private ‘and confidential. — Write E. B., care of 
Housekeeper, 63-4, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


MANAGING CLERKS and Others.— 

Professional Gentleman would. be giad to hear from 

those able to influence business; utmost secrecy observed.— 
Secure, care of Street’s, 30, Cornhill, E.C, 


PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — A 
Solicitor, practising in a rising town on the South 
Coast, has a vooney for an Articled Clerk; moderate 
premium.—Address, Lex, “‘ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
Chaneery-lane, W.C. 


0 SPECULATORS and CAPITALISTS.— 

A hha built Freehold Estate at Enfield, comprising 20 

Villa Residences, three Shops in Baker-street, and 2} acres 

Building Land, for Sale, by order of the Mortgagees, at a 

low reserve (would pay about 8 per cent. at present low 

rents), at the Mart, on Thursday, April 2.—Plans and 

iculars from C. C. & T. Moorr, Auctioneers, Seven, 
enhall-street, E.C. 

















Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 

For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG, M.RB.C.S., &c., 

Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal’: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TeLeGrapPHic Appress: “ AEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, picturesque, and 

secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Liver; poo -street, 
about 400 feet above sea-level ; 104 acres of grounds. 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. "Electric light throughout. 
Healthy employment and recreation. W: Ren aon Poultry 
Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards, Dark Room for Photography, &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or privately. Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 

Resipent Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT Or SECRETARY. 











bay PARENTS (English or Foreign) 

or Guardians are offered a Retined English Home, 
with Education under qualified Governéss teaching adver- 
tiser’s daughter, for Girl, or Boy and Girl; every “comfort 
and motherly care; select, healthy suburb.—Eirrsiiz, 
55, Buckleigh road, Streatham Common, London, 8.W. 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Deeds Abstracted 
Full Copies va 
PAPER. —Foolscap, 1d. “per ton; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & saree | 13, ¢ hhichester- rents, Uhancery- 
ane, W.C 


—A firm of Mechanical 
are! for a young gentleman as 
“The Times”’ Office, E.C. 





s. d. 

0 8 per sheet. 

2 3 per 20 folios, 
2 per folio. 
0 per sheet, 
2 per folio. 


Draft, $d. ditto; 





PARENTS 
Engineers has 


PREMIUM PUPIL.—H. 7 
ATER COMPANIES.—An Engineer, 


with several years’ experience in managing a very 
successful waterworks undertaking, is prepared to qualify 
for a Position on the Board of a Company where expert 
knowl would be useful.—Address, Exrrert, care of 
J. W. Vickers, 5, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


PEWRITING and DUPLICATING in 


all branches accurately and promptly executed.—Mrs. 
Dowatpson, 2, Old Queen-street, Westminster. 


OLICITORS, Mortgagees, Trustees, and 

Owners generally of Free shold or Leasehold Propert ties 

for Sale in Town or Country can find an immediate pur- 

chaser by sending full particulars to RetirEp, 43, Pyrland- 

, London, N. Condition as to repair immaterial. 
Being actual purchaser, no commission required. 


OUR PER CENT. clear from Freehold 

Ground-rents, seven times secured ; any amount from 

£25 to £800 per annum ; established estate in thickly popu- 

lated London district ; all houses oceupied, all roads taken 
over.—Messrs. Scone, & Lakes, 25, Bucklersbury, E.( 

Commission will be Given for 


£3, 00 the Introduction of the necessary further 


Working gears Required.by.a Mining Company with 
pre ee good prospects; the lender will be well 

seeured, a | would besides receive a handsome bonus in 
consideration of the advance; principals or their solicitors 
only dealt with, to whom fullest information will be given. 
—Address, Secure, 32, Victoria-street, 8.W. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, £132 per 

annum, secured on 18 houses; ground-rents, £7 10s. 

to £8, secured by £72 to £84 rack-rents, one collection ; 

price "264 ears’ purchase ; returns £3 15s. 64. per cent. ; 

situation ¥. London. — Messrs. Scorn, & Lake, 25, 
Bucklersbury, E.C. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, LiMiTED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LARE LONDUN £.C. 





























CURE OF INTEMPERANCE. 


_ Modified restraint. Course covers six weeks. 
ing and spacious grounds. Ideal establishment. 
Term Treatment. 
Fees— 2} to 6 Guineas per week. 
Full particulars on application to the Secretary, 
C. A. McBRIDE, M.D. (Med. Supt.), 


Norwoop Sanatorium, U PPER Norwoop, 8.E. 





Charm- 
Short 























Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
on the minimum monthly balances, 
when not drawn below £100, 
oD} | on Deposits, repayable on demand. or 
° 2 fo 
STOCES AND SHARES. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free, 
. A. RAVENSCROFT,. Managing Director. 
Telegraphic Address: ‘* Binkprck, Loxpon.” 
PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 
822, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Liverpoo., MaycuestErx, & Brawixouan), 
vincial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
M.S.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices), 
tained and Registration effected in all. parts of the 
World. Oppositions conducted. Opinions and Searches 
BRAWN D’S 
Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 
CUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 
oO 
2. 
DEPOSIT ACOCCUNTS. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
Telephone No. 5 Horsorn. 

W. P. THOMPSON & CO., 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS cf Pro- 
Representatives in all Capitals, 

35, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 

as to novelty. 
SOUPS. 
Sold everywhere. 


BRAND & CO.,, Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 





Telephone: 602 Hol 


SON, AND RAVENSOR( 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


EDE, 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUE 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judged 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRIS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VBLVEBR. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Olem 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners, a 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GO 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO 
The Companies Sots, aa to 19% 


AUTHOR 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on thes 
shortest notice. , 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediatet 
Saare Certiricates, Desrntures, &c., engraved 
printed. Orrictan Seas designed and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, ey 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 7 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE ia, 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Burrister-at-Lag 
"IN ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION) 
Well lighted, well heated, and well ventilated. 
REALISTIC TABLEAU representing 
Now on View, in Hall of Tableaux, 
The World's Celebritie S, 
Open 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. ‘ 
Admission, 1s. Children under 12, 6 Extra Rooms, 6 
y 


A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts,” 
(in connection with trains and ’buses from all p 
The MARTYRDOM of ST. THOMAS a BECKET 
Afternoon Teas. New Restaurant. Popular Prices,” 
DAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 





S. FISHER, 188, Strand: 
pERRY. PENS 
 “GLIDEAWAY 














